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CHARLES HONORTON: A SAVANT OF 
HIS OWN KIND 

By K. Ramakrishna Rao 


Charles Honorton, “Chuck” to many of us, was a man of many 
talents. He was a natural leader, an outstanding researcher, a gifted 
experimenter, and an excellent communicator. To lead came natu- 
rally to him. He organized research even while he was in school and 
college, and he was a leader even when he was an apprentice under 
another powerful leader. He received no college degrees; yet, his 
guidance was sought by several who had PhD degrees. Holding no 
university appointments, he attracted tenured professors to his lab 
and impressed them with his knowledge and skills. 

None of Chuck’s talents, however, were apparent to a casual ob- 
server. In many ways he did not fit the conventional descriptions 
and stereotypes of “great men.” In a sense, he was as anomalous as 
the phenomena he studied. Who would imagine that within that 
short and somewhat disproportionate physical frame was a powerful 
person, a born leader? Who would suspect that behind the childish 
face that exuded innocence rather than mature confidence, there 
was hidden such a seriousness of purpose and unshakable resolve? 
Again, who would have thought that this man, who spurned formal 
education, would make some of the most significant contributions 
for advancing parapsychology since the days of the Rhines? Chuck 
was simply a savant of his own kind. 

Charles Honorton was born on February 5, 1946, in a small Min- 
nesota town. His interest in parapsychology dates back to childhood. 
While in high school he corresponded with J. B. Rhine and spent 
summer months at the Parapsychology Laboratory of Duke Univer- 
sity. He was enrolled at the University of Minnesota, but his intense 
and irresistible interest in psi research led him to leave the univer- 
sity before completing his undergraduate studies and to join Rhine 
at the newly established Institute for Parapsychology of the Foun- 
dation for Research on the Nature of Man. Chuck needed only a 
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few years of apprenticeship with Rhine before maturing into a full- 
fledged parapsychologist. 

Leaving the FRNM in 1967, Honorton joined Stanley Krippner 
and Montague Ullman at Maimonides Medical Center in Brooklyn 
and later became the Director of its Division of Parapsychology and 
Psychophysics. After the “Dream Lab” at Maimonides closed in 
1979, Chuck obtained the support of James McDonnell and 
founded the Psychophysical Research Laboratories (PRL) in Prince- 
ton, NJ. PRL closed in 1989, and Chuck then moved on to Edin- 
burgh, Scotland, in 1991, where he died on November 4, 1992. 

The relationship between Chuck and the FRNM was very spe- 
cial. Chuck’s professional career started there with J. B. Rhine as his 
mentor. Chuck was a regular contributor to the Journal of Parapsy- 
chology. When the PRL closed, he donated a good deal of PRL 
equipment, including the auto-ganzfeld, to the FRNM. Chuck ad- 
mired and respected Rhine as a pioneer. His admiration was genu- 
ine; he named his only son Joseph Rhine. Rhine recognized Chuck’s 
potential at an early stage and did what he could to nurture it. To 
be sure, there was disappointment and disenchantment on both 
sides, which culminated in Chuck’s leaving the FRNM in 1967. 
Rhine and Honorton were two strong persons, each with his own 
agenda. They were like two swords that could not fit into a single 
sheath. 

With Chuck’s premature demise, the field of parapsychology lost 
one of its most productive and influential investigators. We at the 
FRNM considered a number of ways we could pay homage to this 
remarkable man. It was agreed that the best way we could do this 
would be to publish a series of articles on his life and work. Such a 
collection would not only be a fitting memorial tribute to him, but 
also an occasion to place his research and ideas in their most appro- 
priate perspective so that they might inspire the future course of 
parapsychology. All the articles in this series are invited contribu- 
tions. 

We are glad that Don McCarthy, one of Chuck’s close friends, 
has contributed the special article with which we begin this series. 
In his article, McCarthy focuses on more personal aspects of 
Chuck’s life. As he points out, Chuck’s “commitment to parapsycho- 
logical investigation was absolute; his life was his work.” 

Chuck’s professional life falls into four distinct epochs: (1) The 
preparatory period, which lasted until he left FRNM in 1967; (2) 
the stay at Maimonides from 1967-1978; (3) the PRL years, 1979- 
1989; and (4) the post-PRL days, including those at Edinburgh. 
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James C. Carpenter, who knew Chuck from his first Duke visit in 
1962, describes the early period in his article. Drawing not only 
from Chuck’s publications in the mainstream parapsychology jour- 
nals, but also from such litde known sources as The Psi Worker’s 
Newsletter , Carpenter sketches the formative years of “the parapsy- 
chologist’s parapsychologist” with a great deal of sensitivity, profes- 
sional esteem, and personal affection for Chuck. 

The Maimonides period is covered in the articles by Stanley 
Krippner and Mario Varvoglis. Both Krippner and Varvoglis were 
Honorton’s colleagues at Maimonides and collaborated with him in 
some of his research. Reviewing Chuck’s early ganzfeld experiments 
and the ESP-dream studies, Krippner concludes: “The ganzfeld 
work will stand as Charles Honorton’s most important contribution 
to parapsychological research.” 

In his paper, Varvoglis, who worked with Chuck for about ten 
years, discusses the research during the latter part of Chuck’s stay 
at Maimonides. This included the ganzfeld as well as RNG research. 
According to Varvoglis, Honorton considered his RNG study in 
which significant results were obtained in alpha-gated trials during 
feedback periods as one of his most promising lines of research. 

Ephraim Schechter, who was at PRL from 1981 to 1986, de- 
scribes in summary form the different projects carried out at PRL 
and the various people who were associated with Chuck. “PRL,” 
writes Schechter, “was a combination of people and projects. So is 
its legacy. Chuck’s vision and forcefulness attracted people to work 
with him on his projects and incorporate the energy and shared in- 
formation as they pursued their own.” 

The final phase, which sadly was a very brief one, is discussed in 
the article by Robert Morris. Morris had been a friend of Chuck’s 
since the Duke days, and it was at his home that Chuck breathed 
his last. 

We conclude the first part of the memorial series, which sketches 
the progress of Chuck’s work in its chronological order, with the 
paper Chuck completed just before his death for publication in 
Scienza & Paranormale, the journal of the Comitato Italiano per il 
Controllo delle Aftermazioni sul Paranormale, the Italian counter- 
part of CSICOP. This paper succincdy defines Chuck’s final position 
as a psi researcher and the reason why he had such scant respect 
for the “self-appointed protectors” of science. “True skepticism,” 
wrote Honorton, “involves the suspension of belief, not disbelief.” 
He felt that the description of psi as paranormal has outlived its 
utility and that a more fruitful conceptualization is that psi involves 
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anomalous processes, anomalous because they are “unexplained,” 
and not “unexplainable.” 

The second part of the memorial series, which will follow in the 
next number, contains evaluations of Chuck’s five major areas of 
contribution for advancing parapsychology: (1) the ESP-ganzfeld 
studies; (2) theoretical and conceptual advances; (3) use of meta- 
analyses in evaluating psi results; (4) development of special tech- 
niques for psi testing; and (5) dialogues with critics. These five areas 
are to be discussed in the articles by Daryl Bern, Rex Stanford, Jes- 
sica Utts, Richard Broughton, and John Palmer, respectively. 

Chuck played many roles: administrator, fund raiser, public re- 
lations man, advocate of the case for psi, and so on; he was, how- 
ever, primarily a research scientist. Clearly, his contributions to psi 
research are substantial and lasting. The ESP-ganzfeld studies he 
championed constitute one of the most important segments of para- 
psychology’s credible database today. I think it most appropriate 
that Daryl Bern, who coauthored with Chuck the paper on ganzfeld 
experiments which will appear in the Psychological Bulletin, is the one 
to contribute the article dealing with Chuck’s ganzfeld research. In 
this paper, specially written for this series, Bern summarizes the his- 
tory of Honorton’s ganzfeld work and describes in more personal 
terms their collaborative efforts to bring ESP-ganzfeld research to 
the attention of mainstream psychology. 

Chuck’s research effort was not expended for the purpose of 
reinventing the wheel or of merely amassing additional empirical 
data. He was a synthesizer and a system builder. His research fo- 
cused on progressive research programs characterized by conceptual 
clarity, methodological rigor, and a well-thought-out theoretical 
framework. His emphasis on internal attention states as a means of 
reducing sensory noise and enhancing psi receptivity is based on his 
understanding of Patanjali’s Yoga Sutras, and it is clearly the leading 
paradigm that guides much of current psi research. Rex Stanford, 
himself a highly regarded contributor to the theoretical domain of 
parapsychology, writes at some length in his article about the many 
facets of Honorton’s contributions in dealing with perplexing em- 
pirical data. He points out that a common conceptual thread runs 
throughout much of Chuck’s work. It is that sensitivity to internal 
cues is an important factor in successful psi. Stanford also believes 
that Honorton’s goal was to obtain replicable evidence through pro- 
cess-oriented research that he could place before a broader scientific 
community. 

As a researcher, Chuck was not a loner. His research was built 
on the achievements of the past research efforts, and he carefully 
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blended his results with those of others for a maximum cumulative 
effect. He made full use of powerful analytical tools such as effect 
size and meta-analysis in forcefully presenting the case for psi. In so 
doing, not only did he achieve greater credibility for his own work, 
but he also brought about a fresh measure of confidence in earlier 
research results which might have been too weak to stand on their 
own. This aspect of Chuck’s contribution is covered in the article by 
Jessica Utts, a statistician at the University of California, Davis. Utts 
provides an interesting outline of the development of meta-analysis 
as an evaluation tool in psi research and illustrates how it played an 
increasingly important role in the final decade of Chuck’s life. 

Honorton belonged to a small and select group of successful psi 
experimenters who obtained significant results with relative ease. 
For this reason he is regarded by some as a gifted experimenter. 
Perhaps he was. Experimental data are unambiguous in support of 
experimenter effects in psi research. Whether these effects are due 
to the exercise of psi by the experimenter is arguable, however. In 
the case of Chuck, it seems that his success was in no small part due 
to the attention he gave to providing the necessary psychosocial at- 
mosphere in which subjects would feel at home and be at ease with- 
out being threatened in any way. Parapsychologists have known for 
many years that a warm, supportive, nonthreatening, and motivat- 
ing environment is important for eliciting psi in the laboratory. Yet 
it is not uncommon to find a parapsychology test situation no dif- 
ferent from what we would find in a physics or animal lab, with little 
attention given to the human side of testing. Chuck was different. 
He understood, more than anyone I know, the importance of the 
ecological validity of the tests we administer. It is therefore not sur- 
prising that those who visited his lab were uniformly impressed by 
the human side of his highly sophisticated technological set-up, one 
that was carefully crafted so as not to offend any of the subject’s 
sensibilities but to maximize his/her involvement in the experiment. 
The unfailing warmth and cordiality with which subjects were 
greeted and treated, the subject-friendly experimental set-up, and 
the relaxing and yet highly motivating test environment that Chucks 
helped to create in his lab are likely to have been the main reasons 
for his experimental success. 

Richard Broughton is one of those who was totally taken by 
Honorton’s attention to detail in making his test techniques and 
equipment subject-friendly. In his article entitled “Chuck Honorton 
and the New Technology: A Craftsman and His Tools,” Broughton, 
who shares Chuck’s enthusiasm for high-tech gadgetry, describes in 
some detail the auto-ganzfeld set-up and several of the computer 
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games crafted by Honorton, and he makes it easy for us to see why 
Chuck was such a successful psi experienter. 

Finally, Chuck was one of the more effective spokespersons and 
defenders of the case for parapsychology. He relentlessly endea- 
vored to present his results to mainstream science. His early failures 
to publish in Science did not deter him from continuing that course. 
It is therefore highly significant that his last published paper will be 
in the Psychological Bulletin, a prestigious mainstream psychology 
journal. Chuck did not hesitate to defend parapsychology when it 
was unfairly attacked. He took Hansel head-on in his forthright 
1965 review of the latter’s book ESP: A Scientific Evaluation. He de- 
bated with Hyman in conferences and in journal articles. In his final 
response to psi critics, which is printed in this series, Honorton 
shows “the impoverished state of skepticism.” John Palmer, who 
himself has had his own share of encounters with skeptics, brings 
out in his article the nuances of Chuck’s critique of the critics, his 
logic, and his compelling arguments for taking psi research seri- 
ously. 

The final piece in this collection is a bibliography of Honorton’s 
writings by Carlos Alvarado and Rhea White, prominent bibliophiles 
among parapsychologists. 

It is not easy for many of us to write about Chuck. Doing so has 
brought back many memories and deep sorrow at the realization 
that Chuck is no more. The field of parapsychology will miss him 
for more than one reason. He will be missed as a highly productive 
and ingenious experimental scientist; he will be missed as an effec- 
tive spokesperson and a tireless champion of parapsychology’s case; 
he will be missed as a leader to guide the course of psi research; 
and he will be missed as an affectionate friend and a valued col- 
league. 

Institute for Parapsychology 
402 N. Buchanan Blvd. 

Durham, NC 27701-1728 
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TO BOLDLY GO: AN APPRECIATION OF 
CHARLES HONORTON 

By Donald McCarthy 


It is not possible to describe Chuck Honorton meaningfully with- 
out also commenting on his work, but this will be primarily a sub- 
jective narrative. Chuck was a sufficiently complex person that it is 
unlikely any one individual can claim to offer a definitive view of 
the “real” Chuck Honorton; and while I have included anecdotes 
and comments from a number of people, the view presented here 
is of Chuck as I saw him. Making myself visible in this account may 
render it easier for others to filter me out and recognize the Chuck 
they knew. 

Sometimes a more complete understanding of another person 
follows from knowledge of key aspects of that person’s early, form- 
ative years. That certainly seems to be the case here. Chuck suffered 
from a congenital disease known as osteogenesis imperfecta. I once 
mentioned to a physician that I had a friend with this condition, and 
he asked if my friend was short, round, with a large head and a 
powerful intellect. He interpreted my startled glance as an affirma- 
tive and then asked if my friend had experienced heart problems, 
since the cardiac valves in such a person were likely to be prone to 
viral attack. After another nod, he conjectured that this friend al- 
most certainly had experienced broken bones in childhood, because 
having weak, brittle bones was a major symptom of the disease. 
Right. In fact. Chuck had broken his legs at least nine times, and 
after each break, was immobilized in a full body cast for a period of 
months. I never appreciated what that entailed until one of my own 
children was in a similar cast for a short period of time; the degree 
of discomfort and confinement was truly impressive. Some of the 
personal qualities that might enable one to survive such a recurring 
traumatic ordeal were evident in Chuck as an adult: tremendous de- 
termination, genuine courage, and a robust sense of humor. It is 

While the opinions expressed in this article are my own, I had input from many 
others, to whom I extend gratitude; special thanks go to Chuck’s cousin, Gloria 
Brownlee, for clarifying some early history and to Ephraim Schechter for helpful 
comments on preliminary versions of this paper. 


8 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


easy to conjecture that such childhood experience might enhance 
either a pragmatic willingness to deal unflinchingly with harsh real- 
ity, or a powerful ability to escape into the realm of the mind; these 
seemingly contradictory tendencies were both strongly evident in 
Chuck, in a very special blend. Bob Morris remarked that Chuck 
once told him how much he hated the feeling of being powerless 
and at the mercy of others that he had experienced while in those 
body casts; perhaps that contributed to a desire to maintain control 
and not relinquish power over himself to others. In any case, Chuck 
liked to be in charge of situations and to do things in his own way. 

Chuck always seemed to rely on his own inner resources. He had 
no siblings and lived alone with his parents, Henry and Emma, in 
St. Paul during the school year, spending summers with his mother’s 
family in Grand Rapids, where several cousins lived nearby. There 
Chuck stayed with his grandmother and his Uncle Ed, who was 
deaf. This last is significant, for Chuck told me that his interest in 
parapsychology really grew out of early speculations that arose from 
time spent with his uncle, who clearly inhabited a different percep- 
tual world. 

For reasons I can only speculate on, Chuck also developed an 
early interest in hypnosis; he once described a typical Honorton 
family scene: a young lad bidding an early good night to his parents 
and then going up to his room to stare at a candle for long periods 
as an autohypnosis exercise. By all accounts, Chuck enjoyed some 
success as a stage hypnotist while in high school, but eventually gave 
up hypnosis because he was uncomfortable with the power over oth- 
ers it could confer. In connection with this, he mentioned an inci- 
dent later in life that involved his reluctant use of hypnosis to re- 
lieve the pain of someone close to him who was dying of cancer, and 
his distress in playing this role. I thought, incorrecdy as it turned 
out, that this story involved his mother, but in fact she died of a 
heart attack as did many members of her family, including Chuck. 
His father had died earlier, when Chuck was a teenager, as the re- 
sult of a fall from a low building where he was working as a window 
washer — a fall that was witnessed by Chuck, who had gone to meet 
his father after work. Chuck’s cousin Gloria said this experience af- 
fected him profoundly and led to his giving up on religion; Chuck 
was unwilling to accept the existence of a personal God who could 
allow his father to die in such a pointless accident. 

On matters of religion I always found Chuck to be a thoughtful 
agnostic, and if he had a hidden spiritual agenda, as certain critics 
seem to suspect of parapsychologists, it was very well hidden. He 
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had no doubts whatsoever about the reality of psi phenomena, but 
this was based on evidence rather than on unshakable prior com- 
mitment; Chuck asserted bluntly that he had no interest in wasting 
his time, and his life’s work, by fooling himself. He acknowledged 
that the statistical evidence for psi, while very strong, was not com- 
pelling, but he had witnessed far too many powerful examples of 
nonsensory communication under carefully controlled laboratory 
conditions to maintain personal disbelief. Yes, the phenomena were 
genuine, but he felt that the nature of psi was still unknown, and 
he remained largely unwilling to speculate. Chuck had no personal 
conflict with the possibility that psi phenomena might ultimately be 
accounted for in some manner that extended, rather than dis- 
rupted, the formulations of contemporary physics; but he was also 
willing to acknowledge that adequate understanding of psi might 
well require a drastic revision in our concept of the nature of phys- 
ical reality. While he seemed equally open to either possibility, he 
recognized that others might not be, and his immediate concern was 
to gain acknowledgment of the legitimacy of scientific investigation 
of psi and to stimulate interest in pursuing such investigation. He 
told me, not long ago, that in designing the ganzfeld procedure, a 
primary reason for his choosing a telepathy protocol was that it 
might lead to more ready acceptance, since people seemed less 
threatened by the idea of “mental radio” than by other ways of con- 
ceptualizing psi. 

Whatever Chuck’s personal motivation for getting into parapsy- 
chology, it was a passionate pursuit, and all other aspects of his life 
assumed supporting roles. In attending the University of Minnesota, 
he eagerly took those courses that seemed relevant to the career he 
had already decided to pursue; but when it appeared that continu- 
ing in college would advance his objectives more slowly than full- 
time investigation, he dropped out of school and went to work for 
J. B. Rhine. While he remained a ferocious learner all his life, 
Chuck did not formally return to school until he enrolled in a doc- 
toral program at the University of Edinburgh; and his chief moti- 
vation in relocating to Scotland was not to earn a degree, but rather 
to have an opportunity to pursue research again after his own lab- 
oratory closed. Chuck deeply admired his mentor, Dr. Rhine, but 
truly envied him for one thing: his good fortune in having a life- 
long colleague and intellectual companion in his wife, Louisa. Many 
years after Chuck’s own marriage ended in divorce, he continued to 
express a deep yearning for such a comrade, but I suspect it would 
have taken someone of the stature and dedication of Louisa Rhine 
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to pull it off; for he was not only married to his work, but deeply 
in love with it. I’ve never seen anything quite comparable to the un- 
diluted joy Chuck brought to the analysis of fresh experimental 
data. His commitment to parapsychological investigation was abso- 
lute; his life was his work. 

My own involvement with parapsychology began almost acciden- 
tally. In 1974, part of my teaching duties at St. John’s University 
was in a special undergraduate program that was interdisciplinary 
and somewhat unorthodox. I usually taught mathematics, but that 
year I wound up running a seminar in “Unexplained Phenomena” 
as a replacement for an anticipated course in parapsychology that 
was to have been conducted by Rex Stanford. When it turned out 
that Rex would not be available, I agreed to try to put something 
together for the Fall semester that would address several topics, in- 
cluding parapsychology, in the broad context of philosophy of sci- 
ence. That seemed feasible on paper, but knowing nothing of the 
current state of parapsychology, I made desperate contact with Rex 
that summer, and he served as a gracious and stimulating mentor. 
I read a lot, we talked a lot, and I had a wonderful opportunity to 
see a lot of parapsychologists up close, for the annual convention of 
the Parapsychological Association was to take place that August 
right on the St. John’s campus. That convention was dubbed by 
some as “the year of the ganzfeld”; thus, my first exposure to Chuck 
Honorton was, appropriately enough, in the context of the experi- 
mental paradigm that became the focus of his finest work. 

Actually, my strongest recollections of my first PA conference 
are of a post-convention party, held at Chuck’s apartment in Brook- 
lyn, and of a conversation we had that did not seem to end much 
before dawn — a precursor of many late-night discourses we would 
share over the years. However, those were well into the future; I 
actually had litde personal contact with Chuck during the next year 
and a half, as my interest in parapsychology was still being 
piqued and fed by Rex Stanford, who was close at hand. That sit- 
uation was due to change, for Rex was planning to leave St. John’s 
for a full-time research opportunity in Texas. Thus, in the Spring 
of 1976, accompanied by Rex, I paid my first visit to Chuck’s lab in 
the Maimonides Medical Center in Brooklyn, and a wonderful pe- 
riod of my life began. It was a casual association at first, but even- 
tually Chuck became my closest personal friend and remained so for 
more than a decade. 

The Maimonides lab is worth describing. Located in the base- 
ment of the Community Mental Health Center in the hospital com- 
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plex, it was still known to most of the hospital locals as “The Dream 
Lab” despite the sign beside the door that proclaimed it to be the 
Division of Parapsychology and Psychophysics, a name that must 
surely have been chosen by Chuck. The basic decor of the lab was 
that of the surrounding basement: institutional cinderblock. This, 
together with the underground location and the absence of win- 
dows, led to its more familiar designation by lab staff as “The 
Bunker.” Despite the stark surroundings and the presence of special 
equipment that gave some of the rooms a distinctly technical flavor, 
the atmosphere that greeted a visitor was warm and friendly. That 
is certainly how it seemed to me when I first visited, and I subse- 
quendy realized that lab personnel made a special effort to create 
just that atmosphere. 

Indeed, Chuck made sure that everyone working in the lab 
agreed on one fundamental policy: People who came to participate 
in an experiment were to be given warm attention and made to feel 
welcome and at ease. “Look,” he often said, “if we want to encour- 
age someone to let us see what’s going on inside their head, or to 
do things that are out of the ordinary, then they need to feel com- 
fortable with us and with the situation.” This was something he 
never let co-workers lose sight of; there was litde chance that a sub- 
ject in one of Chuck’s studies would be handled like a rat in a maze. 
This was especially true of “special subjects,” who are sometimes 
treated by experimenters with remarkable insensitivity. Despite the 
fact that much of the focus of his research was on developing repl- 
icable procedures that other investigators could employ to obtain 
comparable results without the need for access to subjects with spe- 
cial talents, Chuck was delighted by the opportunity to work with 
gifted people like Malcolm Bessent and Felicia Parise, and he 
treated them as collaborators and friends. He gave them the atten- 
tion they deserved and took special pains to develop procedures in 
which the experimental controls were unobtrusive and the psi tasks 
tailored to suit their personal styles. Of course the ultimate motiva- 
tion was to maximize results, but the feelings were genuine, and 
Chuck had warm, long-term relationships with Malcolm and Felicia, 
and with Ellen Messer, his first ganzfeld superstar. To Chuck, these 
were not special subjects, they were very special friends. 

At any rate, I liked the atmosphere at the Maimonides lab, felt 
welcome, and eagerly signed on as a volunteer. I spent several full 
days there each month, soaking up information, learning the ropes, 
and trying to find ways to be helpful. Initially I served as a critical 
reader/listener, and as a foil for new ideas; at times I played the role 
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of subject or experimenter in working the kinks out of a new pro- 
cedure; mostly I asked a lot of questions. I learned a great deal 
about parapsychology and about how to be an experimental inves- 
tigator; my training was in theoretical mathematics, and I had quite 
a lot to learn about dealing with key aspects of experimental life: 
equipment, data, people. So I learned! Chuck expected his lab per- 
sonnel to learn, to master whatever was needed to get the job done 
properly. Sometimes this was a definite challenge; for example, 
when a battery of fancy new biofeedback equipment arrived, Chuck 
insisted that all the regular staff learn to use each of the devices — 
a formidable task, since the equipment manuals were filled with 
technical jargon and written in the literary style of an apartment 
lease. At one point a frustrated volunteer, struggling unsuccessfully 
to program the skin temperature device so that it would sample at 
specified intervals, suggested that it was impossible to figure out how 
to work the thing and that it was unreasonable for Chuck to dump 
this task on her. Chuck just stepped over and unhestitatingly 
showed her how to do it. No one knew when he had deciphered the 
manuals and acquired expertise in using the equipment, but he had, 
and he expected them to do the same. Similarly, Chuck wanted 
everyone in the lab to acquire reasonable proficiency at statistical 
analysis; he could easily have done all the analyses himself more 
quickly and reliably, but the goal was not simply to get the job done, 
but to develop personal competence and understanding. Gradually 
it dawned on me that in Chuck’s view the business of the lab was 
not just to conduct research, but to advance the field by developing 
competent experimenters. 

Slowly I came to appreciate what an incredible apprenticeship I 
had fallen into, almost by walking in off the street! Chuck made 
such opportunities available freely; if you were interested and ca- 
pable and willing to learn, you were welcome. At that time the lab 
was staffed almost entirely by young volunteers; a small core of reg- 
ulars was augmented by a transient flow of eager newcomers who 
contributed their energy and assistance. Chuck welcomed them and 
encouraged them to find their niche; self-starters were especially 
welcome and their creative input was solicited. Those who came up 
with good ideas for projects received initial praise and encourage- 
ment followed by probing criticism and, if they could take the heat, 
a round of additional encouragement and more challenging criti- 
cism. Those who couldn’t handle it dropped out or fell into disfa- 
vor; and over time there were quite a few of the latter. 

Chuck was willing to play the heavy: the tough, unrelenting, ex- 
acting Master Craftsman. In restrospect I came to see him in the 
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role of a potter or perhaps a smith, shaping raw materials, seeking 
and developing inherent good features, gauging potential, testing 
strength, firing/tempering the best pieces in his kiln/forge, admiring 
the finished products that met his expectations and discarding those 
he found flawed. To one of these human products such treatment 
could be unpredictable, confusing, and threatening: today he might 
be the well-turned urn, but tomorrow he could be just another 
shard on the scrap heap. Thus the behind-the-scenes atmosphere in 
the lab was not always as pleasant and relaxed for the staff as it was 
for subjects and visitors. Chuck was a tough man to work for. Long- 
term survival required a favorable balance between one’s potential 
and limitations — as seen by Chuck. All this was only dimly perceived 
at the time, and not everyone may agree with my interpretation. I 
cannot recall that Chuck ever explained this apprentice system and 
his role as master/teacher explicidy to anyone; perhaps this was 
something else he expected people to figure out on their own. Few 
of us did so to our satisfaction — or his. During my Maimonides ap- 
prenticeship I was mildly perplexed by the tacit rules of the game, 
but I was treated very well personally. Although we weren’t close 
friends as yet, my relations with Chuck were very amiable, and I felt 
I was held in high regard. This may have been due, at least in part, 
to the simple fact that I was not on the scene on a daily basis, so 
that my limitations were not as evident as my potential; and before 
the balance could shift, my potential soared, for the lab acquired a 
computer. Here at last was an area where I had some relevant ex- 
pertise; not a great deal, actually, but I was at the least an advanced 
learner. 

That first computer provided quite a learning experience for all 
of us. A Cromemco System III, it was one of the most powerful 
microcomputers available at the time, which was early 1978. It fol- 
lowed the leading industry standard: a Z-80 CPU with an S-100 bus; 
running under CP/M, the Cromemco had dual (8-inch) floppy disk 
drives and a huge 64K of RAM. Anyone familiar with the current 
generation of microcomputers should find these specifications amus- 
ing, although all that technical jargon made as little sense to us ini- 
tially as it would to a complete computerphobe today. However, we 
learned quickly, and Chuck was certainly not phobic about com- 
puters; indeed, he was captivated by their potential. From the out- 
set, his view of the role of the lab computer went far beyond the 
possibilities for mechanized collection and analysis of experimental 
data. He envisioned a situation in which computers were used to 
manage all the details of an experiment, maintaining precautions 
against sensory leakage and data corruption while presenting the 
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subject with an entertaining and engaging task, and at the same 
time leaving the experimenter free to create optimal interpersonal 
conditions. 

During the next few years, a lot of brainstorming took place in 
Chuck’s lab about the kinds of things that might be done. The fact 
that the same underlying psi task could be presented to the subject 
in a variety of different guises led to the idea of a super-experiment 
that could be personalized for individual subjects. The computer 
would select from a pool of apparent tasks one that was optimally 
suited to the subject’s personality and mood; optimality would be 
determined by consulting an on-going database that would keep 
track of past performance correlated with a variety of factors. In 
addition to choosing the style of the experimental task, it would be 
possible for the computer to manipulate other aspects of the exper- 
imental environment as well, such as lighting or music. All this was 
pie-in-the-sky, of course, but it suggests the way in which the mere 
presence of the computer stimulated our thinking and raised the 
level of excitement in the lab. Chuck was certainly stimulated, and 
while he never implemented the truly grand schemes we conjured 
up (the above scenario was just one of many), a few ambitious com- 
puter projects were brought to fruition, most notably the Psi Lab 
package, which included several computer psi games that could be 
distributed to other laboratories, and the automated ganzfeld ex- 
periment. But all that occurred well after the lab had ceased to exist 
at Maimonides and was reincarnated in new improved form as the 
Psychophysical Research Laboratories (PRL) in the fall of 1979. 

In terms of improvement, the most significant aspects of PRL 
were a much greater degree of autonomy and funding stability than 
was the case at Maimonides, but the physical environment was note- 
worthy as well. In sharp contrast to The Bunker, not only was the 
new lab rather spacious, but most of the offices had a wall of win- 
dows. Chuck’s corner office had two such walls, and he worked in 
sunlight for the first time in many years. Located in a research park 
just outside Princeton, PRL was considerably less accessible than its 
metropolitan predecessor, hence less densely populated by the ac- 
customed stream of volunteer workers and interested subjects. I 
continued my involvement by making monthly pilgrimages, staying 
for several days during each visit. My friendship with Chuck had 
blossomed by this point, partly as a result of sharing an unpleasant 
ordeal shortly before leaving Maimonides. One of the lab workers, 
concerned about the fact that funding for PRL was to come from a 
source he perceived as an agent of the military-industrial complex, 
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decided to uphold the purity and integrity of the lab by taking into 
his personal custody all the computer disks, which represented a 
year’s collection of data and programs. He craftily safeguarded all 
the back-up copies as well. While Chuck was quite capable of great 
diplomacy, he did not often exercise it, even under ordinary circum- 
stances. In this situation he was simply furious, and having the cul- 
prit thrown in jail was one of the milder alternatives he considered. 
However, because this person was someone who had been a valuable 
worker and a good friend for many years, and since he did in fact 
have all those fragile floppy disks, several of us were able to per- 
suade Chuck to approach the problem with more finesse. It was 
sticky for awhile, and banding together to provide counsel and emo- 
tional support led to deeper bonds of friendship. In time the disks 
were recovered and the Cromemco continued running experiments 
smoothly at PRL. 

Soon after this, Chuck purchased a small personal computer of 
his own so that he could increase his programming skills (and 
thereby be less dependent on others), and also have something to 
work on when the lab computer was in use. That machine was a 
Radio Shack TRS-80 with 16K of RAM, and it stored data on audio 
cassettes. I mention this to indicate the primitive state of microcom- 
puter technology at the time Chuck began to be actively involved. 
He followed the computer literature closely, and when funds be- 
came available for additional equipment, he was able to make a 
shrewd decision. Rather than duplicate the Cromemco system, he 
decided to obtain a battery of less expensive Apple II computers, 
which were then emerging as ideal laboratory machines. The Apples 
were also ideal game machines and easier to program than the ag- 
ing Cromemco. 

In a reasonably short time Chuck had preliminary versions of 
some interesting psi games up and running — not bad for someone 
who knew absolutely nothing about programming only a short time 
before. Chuck was an impressive learner. The microcomputer field 
skyrocketed, with new developments occurring at a breathtaking 
pace; Chuck stayed at the cutting edge. I made a sharp upward re- 
vision of my already high impression of his intellectual abilities. 
Here we were, learning about microcomputers together, although 
not quite starting on equal footing, as I had a tremendous initial 
advantage, being a professional mathematician and having taught 
programming courses; but soon Chuck had far outstripped me in 
terms of his knowledge of computer hardware and mastery of soft- 
ware tools. Anything that would be useful in his work he learned in 
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depth and with lightning speed. He upgraded to more powerful 
computers several times and acquired great proficiency with an im- 
pressive variety of software packages for database manipulation, sta- 
tistical analysis, word processing, desktop publishing, as well as pro- 
gramming. Chuck and I were equally inspired by the incredible 
capabilities of these wonderful computers, but while I was ena- 
mored of the possibilities almost for their own sake, he always had 
a bottom line: “How can I use this in parapsychology?” He viewed 
everything with that objective in mind. 

Still, Chuck did get hooked on computers. I remember an inci- 
dent when he wanted to leave a phone number with his son Joe; 
characteristically, he entered the number in the dialing directory on 
his home computer, and was attempting to explain how to access it 
in his absence. When Joe said “Gee, Dad, why don’t you just write 
it on a piece of paper?” Chuck seemed genuinely startled and com- 
plied only with obvious reluctance. In later years, when Joe himself 
discovered the joys of computing via electronic bulletin boards, 
Chuck was deeply pleased. Not long ago, in a visit to my home, he 
noticed how I had collected all the assorted games and novelties on 
my own computer into a folder I’d labelled “FUN”; he commented 
how that was a good idea, but it wouldn’t work for him, since to 
him it was all fun. How true. Quite apart from computers, Chuck 
had a long-standing fondness for high-tech devices. He had been a 
ham radio operator as a kid, and as an adult always had first-rate 
stereo equipment at home. He was particularly happy with the new 
audio system he had purchased in Scotland; and when I visited, he 
proudly demonstrated to me how the sound envelope on the com- 
pact disk player could be selected from a menu of options or could 
even be custom tailored, all using a remote controller; Chuck really 
enjoyed showing off sophisticated gadgetry and his mastery of it. 
But good audio and good music served a useful purpose as well in 
helping him work more effectively; he often listened via a headset 
when laboring at his computer in the office. He had strong prefer- 
ences in music, but his tastes were varied; recent favorites ranged 
from Segovia classic guitar, to Cowboy Junkies rock, to Enya New 
Age pop, to Rimsky-Korsakov’s Scheherazade. Sometimes he worked 
for days in silence, but more often, not. 

Chuck’s work habits are worth commenting on. I recall one time 
when a call arrived at PRL from someone at the primary funding 
source; it was about 11:00 a.m. and Chuck was not yet at the lab. 
The caller, doubdess working a variant of a nine-to-five schedule, 
found this most peculiar and probably wondered what sort of un- 
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professional goof-off was being funded. The basic fact is that Chuck 
was a night person by preference. The habit dated back at least as 
far as the early days of the Maimonides dream experiments when 
working through the night made it natural to sleep through the 
morning. Long after this justification had expired, Chuck resisted 
early rising; often he would not begin work until well after noon. 
John Palmer, visiting from the West Coast, once commented how 
he enjoyed staying with Chuck when he came east, since that way 
his body could remain on California time. But while he typically got 
a late start, Chuck usually continued working long after everyone 
else had gone home. Ellen Messer recounted leaving him hard at 
work in The Bunker late one afternoon and returning the next day 
to find him sitting at his desk in exacdy the same position, under 
what looked like the same aromatic cloud of Captain Black pipe to- 
bacco. She wondered if he’d been there the whole time; quite pos- 
sibly. There were periods at Maimonides when, for various reasons, 
Chuck did not go home at all but slept at the lab, close to the work. 
It took a lot to pry him from it. On one occasion, Pat Barker, mak- 
ing a trek to the administrative offices to pick up her paycheck, 
asked Chuck if he’d like her to get his as well; having gotten a nod 
of assent, she found he had three checks waiting unclaimed! In a 
real sense his work was its own reward. At PRL, he no longer slept 
in the lab, but it was not unusual for him to put in ten hours a day, 
seven days a week. 

What does a workaholic do for recreation? Usually more work, 
but Chuck had other oudets as well. In addition to listening to mu- 
sic, he read voraciously, usually for several hours each night before 
sleeping. The shelves behind his bed were filled with partially read 
books, folded open to mark his place; he might easily have five or 
six going at a time. He enjoyed mysteries and science fiction, as well 
as a variety of non-fiction, especially biography and solid popular 
science writing; and he devoured computer magazines. He had a 
lingering interest in tales of the Old West, dating back to childhood 
periods of confinement, when he had read original accounts of the 
bad old days in the archives of the Tombstone Gazette. Chuck followed 
political events closely and, among all my knowledgeable acquain- 
tances, was easily the most astute; having him provide an insightful 
commentary on the Sunday morning TV analyses of national affairs 
was often an educational experience. Apart from news shows, he 
didn’t watch a great deal of television, except for a few favorite dra- 
matic series that he followed avidly; China Beach, LA Law, and Crime 
Story were high on his list. Chuck was also a big movie fan. During 
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my monthly visits to PRL we usually saw at least one film, if any- 
thing good was playing in the area; and what we missed in the the- 
aters, he caught later on videotape (this was especially true during 
the period after the lab closed its doors and he was working at 
home). Good science fiction movies were his particular favorites and 
he habitually organized (and funded at his personal expense) special 
expeditions of lab staff to see film like Star Wars, or the latest In- 
diana Jones adventure. The hands-down winner of the Chuck Hon- 
orton award for best movie of the year was Close Encounters of the 
Third Kind. Chuck must have seen that film well over a dozen times, 
taking various groups of friends; Ellen Messer said jokingly that he 
was the only person she knew who thought it was a documentary — 
or wished it were. 

In this context, it is worth pointing out that Chuck was an ardent 
Star Trek fan. Like many of us who were captured by the wonder of 
that remarkable 1960s television series, he had seen each of the ep- 
isodes many times. In the Princeton area, rebroadcasts of the orig- 
inal shows were commonly available during the evening on several 
cable channels, and in flipping the dials to see what was on TV, 
Chuck’s son Joe would often stumble on a Star Trek in progress; at 
this point he and Chuck would match wits to see who would be first 
to identify the episode. Chuck once commented with a wry smile 
that having Star Trek playing unattended in the background was 
rather comforting, and had for him many of the same qualities as a 
fire burning on an open hearth. I feel that some of Chuck’s deepest 
qualities are epitomized in the Star Trek theme: “to explore strange 
new worlds ... to boldly go where no man has gone before.” 

In a memorial gathering after Chuck’s death, Ruth Reinsel made 
some cogent remarks about parapsychologists and science fiction. 
She observed that her own interest in parapsychology had grown 
from reading science fiction since childhood, for it was this genre 
that suggested most strongly that there is more to life than meets 
the eye, that the mind is capable of wondrous things, that there is a 
veil that clouds our vision of reality and that we can learn to pierce 
that veil and see what lies beyond, whatever it may be. This may 
sound like religious motivation to some, but it really springs from a 
different source. Ruth commented that among her scientific ac- 
quaintances, parapsychologists seemed to include a higher percent- 
age of science fiction buffs, and speculated that those drawn to 
parapsychology were often the ones willing to investigate questions 
that were taboo in other disciplines, and eager to confront the 
boundaries of our understanding of nature, of reality, and of mind. 
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Thus it may be natural for parapsychology to attract those willing 
to explore strange new words ... to boldly go 

At any rate, Star Trek found a responsive chord in Chuck that 
was revealed in some of his work. The first computerized psi task 
developed at Maimonides was called “Psi Trek” and had an explicit 
Star Trek theme; and more than a few people commented on how 
the experimenter’s console for the autoganzfeld set-up at PRL re- 
minded them of the bridge of the starship “Enterprise.” This should 
be viewed, not as a personal indulgence in fantasy, but rather an 
explicit attempt to tap into a rich theme that resonated deeply in 
many of those likely to volunteer as subjects in parapsychology. 
More generally, it was an effort to create an experimental environ- 
ment that provided subde encouragement to suspend the psycho- 
logical restrictions of mundane consensus reality. The lab atmos- 
phere was one of benign high technology with futuristic overtones, 
gendy inviting participation in exploring a scientific understanding 
of the world of tomorrow. Besides, anyone exposed to Star Trek 
knew that in that future setting a form of telepathy (at least among 
Vulcans) was accepted as scientific fact; permission was tacidy being 
given for psi to be manifested. 

There is another level on which I strongly associate Chuck with 
Star Trek. Friends who worked with J. B. Rhine have often com- 
mented on the extent to which Chuck seems to have modelled his 
professional style after Rhine’s. I can only accept their judgment on 
this, but it always seemed to me that Chuck was a representative of 
the James T. Kirk school of executive management. For non-trek- 
ers, Kirk was the fictional captain of the starship “Enterprise,” who 
ran his ship with absolute authority. Honorton often reminded me 
of Kirk in the way he managed his staff; but the heroic Captain had 
the advantage of years of sophisticated Starfleet training in decision- 
making skills, as well as a highly trained crew raised in a semimili- 
tary tradition of unquestioning obedience to authority. Even Kirk 
made mistakes. George Hansen, who was the last crew member still 
on board when PRL was decommissioned, and who had not always 
enjoyed being subject to the Captain’s stern authority, made an in- 
sightful observation. He commented that Chuck had absolutely no 
lust for personal power or high position, but sometimes he needed 
power to achieve his goals, so he used it. 

Chuck did indeed have goals, far-reaching, visionary goals, that 
he reviewed continually in his own mind but did not always elabo- 
rate on to others. Unfortunately, he sometimes imposed these goals 
on his lab workers without inviting collaborative input or evaluation; 
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and there were times when critical feedback would have been very 
helpful. At PRL, in considering prospective staff members with spe- 
cial skills, Chuck often envisioned the wonderful potential they had 
for contributing to fulfillment of his goals, and during the early 
phases of employment, he gave new workers enthusiastic encour- 
agement. Typically this was followed by a period of disenchantment 
as he came to see that his great expectations were unrealistic; even 
when the potential was there in principle, the time frame was usu- 
ally off by at least an order of magnitude. The less desirable aspects 
of the Maimonides apprenticeship program were still operative at 
PRL, with the effects exaggerated now that the stream of expend- 
able volunteers had been replaced by a more permanent group of 
paid employees. When Chuck’s estimate of the potential for attain- 
ing his goals crashed, it often led to reassignment of a worker from 
personal creative projects to more mundane aspects of lab activities 
on the grounds that this was necessary to achieve the overall objec- 
tives of PRL (“That’s what you’re being paid to do, Mister”). Hon- 
orton ran his ship with a heavy hand, sometimes provoking muti- 
nous sentiments in the crew. 

Perhaps some of this could have been avoided if Chuck had 
made his goals more explicit and had submitted them to the sort of 
collegial review that might lead to more realistic initial expectations 
or alternative objectives. On occasion he did do this, but generally 
he seemed reluctant to air his deeper views before thinking them 
through to his satisfaction; and there were some areas in which he 
simply had no interest in modifying, or even discussing, his plans. I 
suspect there were times when Chuck assumed that what was evi- 
dent to him should also be clear — and desirable — to anyone who 
took the trouble to think about it. In this I think he underestimated 
both the power of his own intellect and the diversity of alternative 
viewpoints. He deliberately avoided peer review by anyone he did 
not fully accept as a peer and sometimes appeared tremendously 
stubborn in resisting good ideas that didn’t fit in with his plans. 
Even when he had strong reasons for resisting, he often would not 
bother to explain his thinking. This somewhat arbitrary, authoritar- 
ian stance contributed to problems in management and staff morale. 

Yet, when I think of Chuck as a friend, it is clear that his most 
salient personal characteristics bore little trace of such autocratic pri- 
vacy, but involved a potent blend of openness and honesty. Indeed, 
our friendship rested on a base of brutal candor, a prime ingredient 
being self-honesty. Chuck was not strong on pretense; he was quick 
to point out the faults of others, but subjected himself to the same 
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critical appraisal. In private he acknowledged his lack of effective 
executive skills, but had no remedy for it. He looked forward with 
pleasure to a time when he might have the opportunity to pursue 
research without the burdens of running the entire show. 

Chuck wore a number of hats. One of them was that of single 
parent. His marriage had dissolved in the early Maimonides years, 
and for almost ten years he lived alone as a bachelor, except when 
young Joey came to visit for a few weeks during summer; then, a 
year after PRL opened, a fourteen-year-old Joe came to live with 
him permanently. Chuck struggled with the complexities of raising 
a teenager, often resorting to the familiar methods of Captain Kirk. 
At times it wasn’t easy for either of them, but having Joe around 
enriched Chuck’s life enormously. 

Meanwhile, back at the lab, Chuck juggled careers in administra- 
tion, fund raising, and public relations, to balance his activities as 
experimenter, computer expert, and meta-analyst, all the while en- 
gaging in an intense dialog with critics. With the exception of 
administration, he did a magnificent job. He had many talents; he 
was a very fine writer, an excellent public speaker, and a superb 
debater. Chuck worked hard to get the most out of himself; he 
could type about as fast as I could read, he was himself a speed 
reader, and he had truly impressive learning skills. The goals he set 
himself were enormous, and he was frustrated by the need to play 
so many roles. His greatest frustrations, though, came from failure 
to win the attention of the scientific community, at being unable to 
publish in mainstream journals, or gain the thoughtful evaluation 
his work, and the field, deserved. 

Over the years, it was driven home forcefully to me that life as 
a parapsychologist is often filled with frustration. From my own ex- 
periences as a mathematician, I was familiar with some of the per- 
sonal difficulties to be expected in pursuing a research career, but I 
could not have imagined the special hardships most workers in 
parapsychology endure, not the least of which is the skepticism and 
ridicule provided by colleagues in other scientific disciplines. Chuck 
once commented with some bitterness that one of the rewards of 
obtaining strong positive psi results seemed to be that often skeptics 
would question one’s competence, and then one’s integrity. Yet, be- 
cause scientific acceptance was such an important goal, he exerted 
strenuous efforts to maintain a dialog with those critical of the field. 

Another eye-opener for me was the tremendous difficulty in ob- 
taining funding for research in parapsychology. Chuck did much 
better than most, partly because he won the interest and regular 
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financial support of James McDonnell, but even that was precarious 
at times. At Maimonides, the funding from Mr. Mac was provided 
one year at a time, and each year the decision to renew support was 
pushed back later and later. At one point, a commitment for the 
coming year was not obtained until several months after the pre- 
vious funding period had expired. There were times when the con- 
tinued existence of the Maimonides laboratory was in serious doubt. 
I recall one meeting when Chuck informed the staff that it was un- 
clear if they would be able to continue for more than another week 
or two, and if anyone was in serious financial difficulty, well, he had 
a few thousand dollars in personal savings he could make available 
in an emergency. When PRL was established with funding supplied 
by the McDonnell Foundation, Chuck insisted that they be given a 
five-year commitment. At the end of that period, funds were com- 
mitted for an additional five years, but toward the end, some of that 
money was diverted from PRL to other projects. Efforts to secure 
alternative long-term funding proved fruidess, and the lab went out 
of business. In parapsychology, being absolutely top notch is not 
enough to assure survival. Chuck was fond of citing the impressive 
work done at PRL as evidence of what could be accomplished with 
adequate long-term financial support. His point is a good one, but 
the success of PRL should be properly attributed to the superb job 
done by Chuck and a dedicated team of gifted researchers. 

The closing of PRL was a personal ordeal for Chuck, with the 
final weeks brightened only by the spectacular results being ob- 
tained with the Juilliard students in a series of truly exceptional 
ganzfeld sessions. After the lab finally closed, Chuck was essentially 
unemployed for two years; but he worked at home on a number of 
projects, chiefly the analysis of the ganzfeld data and the writing of 
some of his best papers. When the time came to leave for Edin- 
burgh, he was eager to get back to experimental work, although he 
regretted leaving Joe; and he had some concerns about how well his 
arthritic body would handle the Scottish clime. In fact Chuck did 
very well physically in the new location and was deeply satisfied at 
being reunited with Bob and Joanna Morris. He enjoyed the re- 
search team at Edinburgh, and things were progressing nicely. The 
set-up for the new autoganzfeld experiment was finally near com- 
pletion, and soon he could start collecting data. He told me, via elec- 
tronic mail, of his recent activities: He had finished his article eval- 
uating contemporary criticism of the field and was looking forward 
to a long period of focusing on other areas. He was about to deliver 
a presentation at the Cavendish Lab that promised to be very re- 


To Boldly Go 


23 


warding; and that important paper with Daryl Bern had been sub- 
mitted to Psychological Bulletin — access to an influential mainstream 
journal at last! In addition to all this professional satisfaction, Chuck 
had found someone to love; all in all, I’d say he seemed as happy 
as at any time since I’d known him. The icing on the cake must have 
been his watching the election returns in the wee hours and having 
things turn out just as he’d hoped. Then he died. 

Chuck was a good friend, and I miss him sorely. It seems fitting 
to close with the comments of a mutual friend, Norman Herzberg. 
A mathematician living in the Princeton area, Norman was a fre- 
quent visitor at PRL; his initial interest involved computers, but he 
was curious about just what it was that Chuck was up to in that lab. 
A true iconoclast, Norman generally offered probing observations 
from a unique and valuable perspective. Upon learning of Chuck’s 
death he had this to say: “Chuck was one of the brightest and most 
honest men I knew. It was never a secret that I did not share 
Chuck’s enthusiasm for parapsychology. But he was someone who 
clearly was searching for the truth and was willing to see where that 
would lead him. One had to take him seriously, and so in the end, 
to reconsider the whole field as well. I will miss him as a friend, but 
parapsychology, I think, will miss him more.” Just so. 

Department of Mathematics and Computer Science 
St. John’s University 
Jamaica, NY 11439 
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THE EARLY PARAPSYCHOLOGICAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

By James C. Carpenter 


Charles (“Chuck”) Honorton, the parapsychologist, was bom in 
1946 in Deer River, Minnesota. Did he begin his research career in 
vitro, as the speed of his development suggests? Perhaps the floaty, 
altered state of consciousness there helped develop some prescient 
guesses about life after birth. Still, he could not yet have known 
about statistics, the published literature of parapsychology, the phi- 
losophy of science, and the politics of scientific controversy. He may 
not have rounded out his knowledge of these things until age 16 or 
so, when he first carried out a well-grounded, elaborate piece of re- 
search and interpreted it in a way that placed it sharply in the center 
of the issues swirling about the field. He was a rocket — speed and 
flare. While his peers were dawdling through high-school assign- 
ments, he was avidly corresponding with a famous scientist, envi- 
sioning remarkable vistas of discovery; while they were trying to 
find the way from college dormitory to cafeteria, he was organizing 
and running a scientific society, debating professors, and carrying 
out research in several settings; as they began to worry about choos- 
ing a major he was setting up shop for full-time research with a 
ferocious band of collaborators. The rest of his career developed 
apace. And now suddenly he is dead. 

My topic is Honorton’s professional contributions up to the mo- 
ment that he left the Foundation for Research on the Nature of 
Man at age 21. It is not for the work of this period that he will be 
remembered, although it was well done, and if we knew no more 
about the nature of psi than what he had discovered by then, we 
would still have some very good leads. His activities during this pe- 
riod suggest the dimensions his career would take: an omnivorous 
student of the field, a bold, persistent apologist for it with the larger 
world of mainstream science, a tireless contributor to its body of 
knowledge, and a molder of its strategies, methods, and questions. 

I want to thank the following people for their helpful reminiscences: Robert Flint, 
H. Kanthamani, Robert Joesting, Donald McCarthy, Paul Meehl, David Rogers, and 
Rex Stanford; and also Carlos Alvarado and Robert Joesting for providing copies of 
the Newsletter of the Minnesota Society for Psychical Research. 
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Can we account for the early development of Honorton’s career 
in parapsychology, his intense focus and interest? If he ever specu- 
lated aloud about such matters, it was not to me. He was too com- 
mitted to the present and future to look back a great deal. Still, we 
know that he was dealt a weak hand in the physical side of life, and 
perhaps wanted to optimize the mental. Born with serious or- 
thopedic and cardiovascular problems, he had long bouts of forced 
inactivity as a child and surely longed for a mind with the power to 
soar beyond the prison of casts, pain, and boredom. I know that he 
expected to die young. Whatever he was to do would be done 
quickly. 

J. B. Rhine, the founder of modern experimental parapsychol- 
ogy, had been corresponding with the boy for some time when he 
invited him to spend the summer of 1962 studying at the Duke 
Parapsychology Laboratory. This was before Honorton’s junior year 
in high school. Rhine described him to his staff as a remarkable 
young man, whose intense interest should be encouraged. From the 
icy outposts of Minnesota, Honorton arrived at the sunny hub of 
the universe of parapsychology. He ate it up. He stayed in the li- 
brary until all hours, buttonholed his elders relendessly, and pon- 
dered the future destiny of this field with the Rhines. He absorbed 
statistics and methods at the side of Gaither Pratt with his calculator 
whirring and clacking, studied personality tests and theories with 
John Freeman and Winifred Nielsen, and delved into the powers of 
yoga and mystical experience with Wadih Saleh. He arrived already 
devoted to this group and their work, and became more so. He had 
no doubt that this field was incredibly important, was convinced that 
the existence of psi had been demonstrated, believed that experi- 
mental methods were the best approach to developing knowledge, 
thought that critics in mainstream science could be educated and 
converted, and could see no reason for doing anything else besides 
pursuing all of this as quickly as possible. 

Surely Rhine would never find another disciple so precocious, so 
devoted to the master’s methods, so aggressively intelligent in ab- 
sorbing it all, so whole-hearted in his commitment to helping. 
Rhine, with his own fierce commitment to developing and defend- 
ing his young field, welcomed the help. It was a remarkable rela- 
tionship. Returning to Minnesota for Honorton was exile back to 
the snowy frontier. A few years later he would name his only child 
Joseph Rhine Honorton. 

After his first summer at Duke, Honorton returned to high 
school and carried out a well-conceived, appropriately analyzed 
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study on a complex topic (Honorton, 1964). He had steeped himself 
in the research literature relating hypnosis to ESP performance, as 
well as the studies that attempted to discriminate psi-hitting from 
psi-missing subjects. He reasoned that the imperfect replicability of 
both lines of work could be improved by combining them. At this 
very beginning of his published work, he showed interest in an issue 
that would continue to preoccupy him: the distinction between 
methods that merely predict scoring direction and methods that en- 
hance the strength of the psi effect that is shown. In a hunch that 
shaped his work until his death, he chose the state of the subject as 
the variable that might affect the latter. As a good bet for a discrim- 
inator of hitters and missers, he selected the Humphrey modifica- 
tion of an interest scale used earlier by Stuart. Somehow he ac- 
quired the skills of hypnotic induction and set out to use Casler’s 
(1962) hypnosis protocol as the means of increasing the subjects’ 
ability to perform the ESP task. His six subjects (fellow high-school 
students) completed 88 runs, half in the waking and half in the hyp- 
notic state, with the order controlled. His hypothesis was confirmed 
in that the predicted hitters and missers produced a significant dif- 
ference in scoring, but only in the hypnotic condition. He later rep- 
licated these results successfully (Honorton, 1966b) using more sub- 
jects and more sophisticated wrinkles to his methods, including 
elaborate controls about target randomness and security, a stan- 
dardized assessment of depth of hypnotic state, and manipulation 
checks on the efficacy of his hypnotic suggestions. In these studies, 
he helped establish a fact which meta-analysis would later under- 
score (Schechter, 1984): that hypnosis is a powerful tool for en- 
hancing the expression of ESP; and he added the important point 
that subject differences must also be taken into account. 

Honorton returned to Durham for a second summer of study in 
1963. He fell into the rhythm of laboratory life happily, picking up 
on the relationships with staff that he had formed before, assisting 
in many studies, full of questions and ideas. He especially loved to 
talk with Rhine, and spent long hours on the other side of Rhine’s 
desk. The depth and breadth of his reading gave his questions an 
extraordinary pertinence, and Rhine responded by pouring forth 
his answers, hopes, and visions. That world-famous founder of 
parapsychology liked Honorton and took time with him. During 
these talks their two lives became linked down somewhere deep 
within the Psyche that they wished to study. 

At the same time, other relationships were also forming that 
would have a lasting importance for Honorton. Before those sweaty 
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months had passed, he had bonded with a group of fellow-travel- 
lers, all only a few years older than he, and all almost as devoted to 
parapsychology. This unnamed, unofficial in-group was a remarka- 
ble phenomenon, a nucleus of zealots touched in the head by des- 
tiny. This young group (henceforth called YG) would grow a few in 
numbers and a hundredfold in commitment over the next few 
years. It had gathered around Rhine and was nourished by him. He 
flattered, scolded, anointed, and inspired them. He also gave some 
financial support to the destitute band (all graduate students in psy- 
chology at various universities, except for Honorton), held regular 
conferences in which they were urged to participate, and hosted 
them again each summer for further study. Beginning with this 
summer of 1963, and continuing over the next three, these happy 
fanatics worked seven days a week, discussed sometimes through the 
night, and conducted farcical and riotous “psychic healings” at par- 
ties. Every minute they coaxed the coming breakthroughs out of the 
cards and calculators. They seemed to own a piece of history un- 
folding. Each new study whispered the promise: a bit of the map of 
the Mind’s New World. There was remarkably little competition and 
lots of love and fun. The research of each one of this group came 
to show a mutual contagion of ideas. When apart during the school 
months, the group published a newsletter for its own consumption. 
It was a many-headed beast, and Honorton was its heart. 

In 1964 Honorton enrolled at the University of Minnesota. He 
was already largely self-educated in many areas, and full of the 
questions and mission of parapsychology. Perhaps he expected to 
find in the Psychology Department an academy of scholars commit- 
ted to empirical truth and dedicated to pursuing profound ques- 
tions about human nature. He got an icy reception. Dust-bowl em- 
piricism reigned, with professors isolated from one another in litde 
enclaves of research, each with a small coterie of loyal graduate stu- 
dents. Talking with students at all was apparendy a rare phenome- 
non for most professors; speculative talk was bad form; and the un- 
known was of no interest whatsoever. Honorton was undaunted. He 
advertised, gave lectures, and quickly gathered about himself a col- 
lection of students with an interest in parapsychology. With them he 
formed the Minnesota Society for Psychical Research to promote 
discussion, research, and education in the field of parapsychology. 
This was the first of many influences Honorton would have upon 
the institutional structure of parapsychology. Not finding a faculty 
sponsor among psychologists, Honorton turned to a political scien- 
tist named Mulford Q. Sibley. Sibley was an anarchist who always 
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wore a red necktie as a symbol of his support for intellectual free- 
dom and rebellion. He also had a long-standing interest in psychical 
research. He became an enthusiastic defender of Honorton and an 
ally in offering lectures, seminars, and debates on and off campus. 
Rhine himself arrived to inaugurate the founding of the organiza- 
tion in January, 1965, and gave a lecture, supported by the Psi Chi 
society, on the state of the field. Rhine was to make other trips as 
well for public discussion with other scholars, all arranged by Hon- 
orton and some filmed. Rhine so favored the organization that its 
rent off campus was paid by the Duke laboratory. Apparendy Jack 
Darley, then chairman of Psychology at Minnesota, was very upset 
about this infestation and was about to attempt to squelch the or- 
ganization, until dissuaded by Paul Meehl, another champion of 
free inquiry. 

Friends at the time remember Honorton as intense, bubbly, se- 
rious, with a good sense of humor, and an impressive absence of 
flakiness, in spite of his preoccupation with this “fringe area.” Many 
lectures, debates, and symposia were sponsored by his society at the 
university, in that community, and on other campuses. These were 
usually conducted largely by Honorton himself. Thus began a long 
career of education and debate. His professional opponents in these 
contests often mistook this short, chubby, friendly boy as an easy 
target. Perhaps Honorton was what clinicians term “counter-phobic” 
about authority. He leapt upon it and took it on, armed with an 
arsenal of facts, clear reasoning, and wit. He did very well in these 
exchanges. Less adversarial discussions were also held with partici- 
pants that included the philosopher Herbert Feigl, the psychologist 
Gardner Murphy, Rhine, and others. The society lived up very well 
to its mission to inform and educate. It also did well with scientific 
discussion and research. The heart of the Society was its Research 
Committee, membership on which could be secured only by passing 
a difficult exam on experimental parapsychology, with at least an 
80% score. This group held three official two-hour seminars each 
week for mutual education and discussion, and countless hours out- 
side planning research, carrying out pilot studies and digesting re- 
sults. Honorton was very dominant in all this. He insisted that the 
group keep a stricdy experimental focus. Many pilot studies and 
some formal research were carried out by the Society before Hon- 
orton left Minnesota. In the first year alone, over 73,000 ESP trials 
were collected from over 500 subjects on topics as varied as emo- 
tional relatedness and ESP performance, the assessment of alleged 
psychic training techniques, the utility of a “PK pinball” machine, 


30 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


and the effects of environmental variables such as temperature, hu- 
midity, and air pressure on performance. Besides the hypnosis rep- 
lication, three other studies were developed to the point that Hon- 
orton at least briefly reported them. All of them illustrate how eager 
he was to seize upon promising work, past and current, and develop 
it. His research credo came largely from Rhine, but he gave it his 
own emphases and charged it with his own energy. 

He published a statement of this credo in an essay in the news- 
letter of the YG. For the first time he took on a role he was to ex- 
press many times later: the parapsychologist’s parapsychologist, re- 
proaching and prodding his colleagues to move their thinking and 
work in directions he thought best. Tided “A Question for Re- 
searchers: How Uncontrollable is Psi?” (Honorton, 1965a), this pa- 
per argued that to consider psi innately “elusive” is lazy and unpro- 
ductive. Work in the field, he said, is too often piecemeal and not 
followed up systematically. Making a comparison to the mainstream 
research literature on hypnosis (which he already knew well), he ar- 
gued that an ostensibly “elusive” phenomenon can come to be seen 
as quite sensible and lawful when research becomes programmatic 
and sustained and when operations and definitions become stand- 
ardized. He cited the sheep-goat research as evidence that the same 
can be true in parapsychology. 

An illustrative bad example pertinent to these ideas was pro- 
vided by a paper by a psychologist named Sprinthall that was pub- 
lished in a mainstream psychology journal (Sprinthall, 1964). In a 
review written with Morris (Honorton & Morris, 1965), the paper 
was dissected with succinct precision, making it clear what foolish- 
ness can be produced by someone given enough ignorance of prior 
literature, disregard for standard definitions, and generally poor 
method. In such a chancey field, only very good work could be tol- 
erated, and it should be programmatic. 

Honorton applied his beliefs to his own early research at Min- 
nesota. Anxiety was a hot topic among researchers in Rhine’s labo- 
ratory during this period (e.g., Nielsen 8c Freeman, 1965; Rao, 
1965). The Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS) was the main mea- 
sure of anxiety used, and rather mixed results had been reported. 
Several of the YG took up the problem. Honorton (1965b), for his 
part, displayed a preference he would show with increasing convic- 
tion over the years. He wished to move away from findings that 
were purely empirical to ones that were empirically reliable but that 
also seemed to make sense. Reasoning from the theory of Spence, 
he predicted that the effect of anxiety upon ESP performance could 
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be mediated by the perceived complexity of the psi task. He carried 
out two experiments. In the first, 88 subjects carried out 352 ESP 
runs, half using the BT procedure, and half the DT method, while 
being told that the BT procedure was the more complex of the two. 
More anxious subjects were expected to score well on the “simple” 
task and below-chance on the “complex” one, and less anxious peo- 
ple were expected to do the opposite. All trends were in the right 
directions, but only the below-chance scoring of the more anxious 
group on the “complex” targets was independently significant. An- 
other study used a similar design, except that the procedural con- 
trast was between DT clairvoyance and precognition runs. Three 
groups of subjects were run, with one being told that the DT con- 
dition was the more complex, another that the precognition was 
more complex, and the third that they were equally complex. The 
results were not significant. 

The next study was reported informally (Honorton, 1966c). It 
was carried out with students at Macalester College in St. Paul and 
showed Honorton’s commitment to the strategy of combining re- 
search leads in hopes of securing more replicable effects. Each stu- 
dent at the college was solicited to take part in a 40-trial ESP test, 
using a self-testing booklet. In 20 trials subjects were asked to try to 
hit the targets, and in the other 20 to try to miss. The MAS and 
three versions of the sheep-goat question were used as predictors of 
performance, and cash prizes were offered. All targets were gener- 
ated on an early random-event generator (the Taylor ESP Machine). 
In all, 234 subjects completed the task. Results were not significant. 

The last study to come out of the Minnesota days did give sig- 
nificant results, but it was only informally reported (Honorton, 
1966a). Some of the YG had been playing with the idea of pairing 
some ESP targets with emotionally arousing material (unknown to 
the subjects) to try to make the material more salient, and also to 
try to arouse unconscious defenses that might affect performance. 
Honorton (1966a), in a typically straight-ahead approach, simply 
hoped that greater emotional salience could strengthen the ESP per- 
formance. In this study, two subjects carried out a long-distance ESP 
experiment between Chicago and Minneapolis, guessing four decks 
of ESP cards on each of three nights. Two of the decks in each ses- 
sion were laced with an erotic word on a slip of paper. Although 
the subjects did not know of the target difference, performance was 
significandy higher in the “erotic” condition, as predicted. Although 
small, this is the sort of study (significant results, clearly related to 
a growing litde body of similar findings) that ordinarily would have 
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been formally reported or at least followed up at Rhine’s lab. The 
fact that both were discouraged by him was meaningful in itself, an 
ill omen. 

One other litde study bears mentioning here because of what it 
portends, even though it was never reported. I remember it only 
because I was involved and kept the data. During the summer of 
1964, a half-dozen of the YG, under Honorton’s direction, experi- 
mented with the “telepathic drawing” procedure of Carington 
(1940). In a pilot study, each member played the roles of sender 
and receiver, to see if any apparent ability emerged. One person 
showed very strong results as a receiver, and a small confirmatory 
series was carried out with her as the single subject. The results of 
this were also strongly positive, and statistically significant. Honor- 
ton went eagerly in to see Rhine the next morning to share the re- 
sults and schedule discussion about the work at a laboratory meet- 
ing. He emerged with a grim and darkened look, a rare 
phenomenon for Honorton in those days. Rhine was not interested 
in research done with such old-fashioned methods, did not want the 
study discussed, and would have no further time spent on the mat- 
ter in his laboratory. Honorton obeyed his orders, but in this and 
other similar events (such as the non-publication of results suggest- 
ing that psi has an interest in dirty words) seeds of rebellion were 
planted. In fact, when he returned to Minnesota, Honorton went 
on to continue work with the drawing technique, with encouraging 
results. He clearly maintained his own resolve to persist with what 
came to be called the “free-response” methods. 

In the spring of 1966, Honorton had finished with the Univer- 
sity of Minnesota (not graduated, but finished), and packed up, new 
wife in tow, to end his long seasonal commute and begin a lifetime 
future at the FRNM, now in its new, non-Duke location. Kennedy 
had been shot, but Camelot was alive and well in Durham. 

He setded happily to work. The next two studies he reported 
were not particularly remarkable and are probably best taken as il- 
lustrating the sorts of things he elected not to pursue in his subse- 
quent work. One problem being pondered by the FRNM staff at the 
time was the relation between ESP and memory. On the basis of 
some theoretical ideas of W. G. Roll, Honorton (1969b) carried out 
two studies in which subjects were required to memorize targets of 
one type, but not of another, and then were given an ESP test with 
both. Performance was expected to be better with the non-memo- 
rized targets. The results were significantly as expected in the pilot 
study, but not in the confirmation. 
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With J. Stump, Honorton (1969a) reported on a series of three 
studies carried out to follow up on one of Rhine’s observations. In 
a restricted-calling situation (in which the subject is required to call 
exacdy five each of the ESP symbols in each run), Rhine had noted 
the occurrence of significant psi-hitting in the last segment of the 
run, when the subject was having to tally prior calls and use only 
what was left. The new studies replicated the effect, and specified it 
further: it was found only in runs that were done before, and not 
after, a comparison free-calling condition. This work showed Hon- 
orton as a team player at FRNM, but this sort of research — driven 
by blind empiricism, not readily interpretable, and dependent on 
complex internal analyses of data — was the sort he would later es- 
chew. 

By contrast, the last study to come out of his FRNM years (Hon- 
orton, 1967a; Honorton, Carlson, & Tietze, 1968) was a good indi- 
cator of his future interests. By the mid-60s several thinkers, includ- 
ing Gardner Murphy (1963), had argued for the likelihood of a 
positive relationship between a subject’s level of creativity and his/ 
her ability in psi tests, and empirical confirmation had been found 
by Levine and Stowell (1963), and Schmeidler (1963, 1964). Hon- 
orton undertook a large-scale test of the hypothesis. Using state-of- 
the-art measures for creativity (the Ice Question Test of Burkhart 
and Bemheim and the Personal-Social Motivation Inventory of 
Torrance), he organized the testing of a total of 305 high-school 
and junior high-school students in five different schools. The stu- 
dents were tested in groups, each by a different experimenter. All 
subjects filled out the Torrance measure and those in two of the 
groups did the Ice Question Test as well. Each also carried out 4 to 
10 precognition runs. The results were strongly significant and con- 
sistent across series: more creative people, in terms of both meas- 
ures, did produce higher precognition scores. This was the sort of 
strong, intuitively cogent result that would appeal to Honorton 
later. Both creativity and psi ability require an “openness to expe- 
rience,” he reasoned. On such findings research programs can be 
built. 

The last published piece of this period shows another side of 
Honorton that would blossom later: as the defender of the field to 
its most important critics. C. E. M. Hansel (1966) had published a 
book that was very critical of the field in general, including the 
Duke work. He started with the principle that psi effects are “a 
priori unlikely,” hence any plausible counter-hypothesis, including 
that of experimenter incompetence or dishonesty, has to be pre- 
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ferred even when evidence for its validity cannot be had. Hansel did 
some arm-chair detective work, speculating on ways various reports 
could represent misunderstanding or fraud, and considered the 
matter setded. Honorton, in a review (1967b) of the book, engaged 
him with clarity, energy, and style. Citing the philosophers Feigl and 
Bridgman, he made clear that the “a priori unlikely” line of reason- 
ing would rule out anything not currently established in science at 
any given moment and would bring all progress to a grinding halt 
if it were applied seriously. Even more pointedly, he went on to 
spell out instance after instance in which Hansel was highly preju- 
diced in his presentation, showing either gross lack of familiarity 
with the material he was purporting to assess, or a willful misrepre- 
sentation of it. The whole collection of selections, omissions, and dis- 
tortions pointed to a man who believed that he could practice 
shoddy scholarship on an unpopular field with impunity. It is Han- 
sel’s own authority as a critic that was left exposed as implausible. 
This review shows a spirit that Honorton would display later. He 
wanted to press the debate between parapsychology and others in 
mainstream science, but also to insist that all parties be well in- 
formed and use high standards of reason and fairness. 

What had Honorton learned from his professional and scientific 
activities by his twenty-first birthday? He had learned to favor co- 
gent, meaningful research hypotheses and to avoid efforts to repli- 
cate uninterpretable results dependent upon internal analyses of 
data. He had also learned to avoid episodic new departures in re- 
search, stimulated only by “interesting ideas,” and he preferred to 
focus upon previously successful work, often combining several of 
them to generate stronger predictions. He knew that the creativity 
of the subject was somehow an important ingredient in success. He 
knew that the procedure of hypnosis, and perhaps an accompanying 
altered state of mind, was a powerful facilitator of psi performance. 
He also knew, even though he had not announced it to the world, 
that the emotionality of targets is an important factor, and that 
methods of freely responding to complex targets had potential. 
Professionally, he had learned that he could influence many of his 
colleagues with his ideas and convictions, and that he could organize 
his own research facility. In regard to mainstream science, he had 
learned that persistence in pressing discussion can be productive if 
the work one represents is really good. He also knew that some crit- 
ics are more fair and reasonable than others, and that debate should 
focus upon them and should be carried out with an insistence upon 
high standards of discourse. 


Early Parapsychological Contributions 35 

Why is this the end of a chapter in Honorton’s career, and not 
just part of a smoothly flowing stream? It is because he left FRNM 
abrupdy in 1967, and many things changed for him. The eruption 
that expelled him is still an emotional matter for many of those who 
were connected with it. It is a vivid measure of the great esteem in 
which Honorton was held by those who knew him best that they 
rallied behind him when he was dismissed. He did not ask them to. 
This was the group that Rhine had groomed to carry his laboratory 
into the next generation. Some who had just joined FRNM left with 
Honorton, with nowhere to go. Others who were planning to go 
there when their doctorates were finished relinquished that option. 
It all took many years to heal, and many years before any of the YG 
(by then an OG) again took up employment at FRNM. 

The particular event that led to the eruption was a quarrel be- 
tween Honorton (together with some colleagues) and Rhine over the 
quality of another man’s work. Whatever the facts in the situation 
were, I believe that in the longer view, they are incidental. The basic 
problem was control, and if an explosion had not ignited then, it 
surely would have done so not too much later. Honorton’s career 
was already running headlong down a long, straight track with no 
spurs or detours, aiming straight for the repeatable ESP experiment 
with which to choke the words of acknowledgment out of the throat 
of reluctant Science. He already had strong ideas about how to do 
this, and his will was uncompromising. He was also young, with the 
kind of fierce idealizations that lead to fierce disappointments and 
stark alternatives. Rhine, for his part, was a dominant person who 
had always exercised great control over the research program of his 
laboratory and had no tolerance for what he construed as insubor- 
dination. He was an impeccable scientist, an inspirational figure, and 
an indomitable warrior for his field, but he could be a hard man to 
work for. Many very strong men, founders of movements, share a 
cluster of traits that flaw and humanize them. They can be over- 
bearing and too stubborn, and then be vulnerable to the flattery of 
sycophants. They can also value too little the defiance of friends. 
Rhine had his share of such humanity. In any case, on one early fall 
day the conflict that had been simmering caught fire and burst. In 
a few hot minutes lines were drawn, and then Honorton, so recently 
come home to the center of the world, was cast out to its edges. 
What would he do with his devotion? Where would he take his en- 
ergy, his burning questions? What next? 
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THE MAIMONIDES ESP-DREAM STUDIES 

By Stanley Krippner 


I remember September 25, 1967, as if it were yesterday. Charles 
Honorton telephoned me from Durham, North Carolina, telling me 
that he had decided to accept Montague Ullman’s offer of a re- 
search position at our Dream Laboratory at Maimonides Medical 
Center in Brooklyn. I had joined Ullman in 1964, and several of 
our articles on ESP and dreams had been published (e.g., Ullman, 
Krippner, 8c Feldstein, 1966). Honorton had already gained a solid 
reputation in parapsychology with his studies involving the hypnotic 
preparation of percipients for psi tasks (e.g., Honorton, 1964) and 
psi and creativity test scores (e.g., Honorton, 1967). 

After several years of pilot studies in the area of telepathy and 
dreams, Ullman had launched the Maimonides Dream Laboratory 
in 1962 where the monitoring of Rapid Eye Movement (REM) sleep 
could be incorporated into a psi-task design. These studies paired a 
volunteer subject with a “telepathic transmitter”; the pair interacted 
briefly, then separated and spent the night in distant rooms. An ex- 
perimenter randomly selected an art print (from a collection or 
“pool”) and gave the print to the transmitter in an opaque sealed 
envelope, to be opened only when the transmitter was in the distant 
room. The experimenter awakened the subject near the end of each 
REM period and requested a dream report. These reports were 
transcribed and sent to outside judges who, working independendy, 
matched them against the pool of potential art prints from which 
the actual print had been randomly selected. Statistical evaluation 
was based on the average of these matchings, as well as by self-judg- 
ings of the percipients at the conclusion of the experiment. Precau- 
tions were taken to prevent sensory cues or fraudulent subject/trans- 
mitter collaboration from influencing the dream reports or the 
statistical results. 

One example of a finding in an experiment that obtained statis- 
tically significant results occurred on a night when the randomly se- 
lected art print was “School of the Dance” by Degas, depicting a 
dance class of several young women. The subject was William Erwin, 
a psychoanalyst; his dream reports included such phrases as “I was 
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in a class made up of maybe half a dozen people; it felt like a 
school.” “There was one litde girl that was trying to dance with me.” 
An examination of the dream reports and the matched art prints 
indicates a similarity in this process to the way day residue, psycho- 
dynamic processes, and subliminally perceived stimuli find their way 
into dream content. Sometimes the material corresponding to the 
art prints was intrusive (for example, “There was one little girl that 
was trying to dance with me”), and sometimes it blended easily with 
the narrative (for example, “It felt like a school”). At times it was 
direct, at other times symbolic (Ullman 8c Krippner, 1970, p. 78). 

Honorton joined us as we were concluding a study with a prom- 
inent psychologist and parapsychologist, Robert L. Van de Casde 
(1977), whose eight-night ESP dream study was accompanied by 
psychodynamically oriented, in-depth interviews with Ullman each 
morning (Krippner 8c Ullman, 1970). Not only did Van de Casde 
obtain the most robust statistical results of any of the percipients, 
but the interviews provided another dimension to the experience. 
For example, on one night the target was Rousseau’s “Repast of the 
Lion,” which depicts a lion feeding on its kill of a smaller animal. 
After a night filled with dreams about an attempted strangulation, 
karate chops, a suicide, and fighting dogs, Van de Castle surmised 
that the target would contain aggression, “but the aggression would 
have to be in some kind of disguise” (Ullman & Krippner, with 
Vaughan, 1989, p. 112). The psychoanalytic interview probed, not 
only the way aggression came into the dreams, but also why Van de 
Castle postulated “some kind of disguise.” 

Honorton (1972b) set to work completing a clairvoyance study 
with hypnotically induced imagery or “hypnotic dreams.” He di- 
vided 60 percipients into two equal groups, one of which received a 
hypnotic induction and one of which received instructions to facili- 
tate imagination. The suggestibility level of all the percipients had 
been ascertained by a standardized test, and there was little differ- 
ence between the two groups. However, Honorton had selected the 
percipients so that there would be 10 persons in each of 6 groups: 
a high-suggestible hypnosis group, a high-suggestible imagination 
group, a medium-suggestible hypnosis group, a medium-suggestible 
imagination group, a low-suggestible hypnosis group, and a low-sug- 
gestible imagination group. 

For all percipients, a sealed envelope containing an art print was 
placed on the arm of each subject’s chair. The hypnosis percipients 
were told, “You are going to have a dream, a very vivid and realistic 
dream about the target in the envelope.” The imagination perci- 
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pients were told, “You are going to have a daydream, a very vivid 
and realistic daydream about the target in the envelope.” This pro- 
cedure was repeated four times as four randomly selected pictures 
were used per subject. Later, in interviews, the percipients described 
the quality of their dreams or daydreams and the degree to which 
they felt their consciousness had been altered. 

The percipients evaluated their own material immediately after 
their interview was over. Only the high-suggestible hypnosis group 
attained statistically significant results. It was observed that the hyp- 
nosis (but not the imagination) percipients who described their 
dreams as “like watching a film” or “as though I was in a dream 
world” did significantly better at the task than those percipients who 
said they were “just thinking.” Finally, the percipients in the hyp- 
nosis (but not the imagination) group who reported major altera- 
tions in consciousness did significantly better that those reporting 
litde change. 

One of the percipients in the hypnosis group was Felicia Parise, 
a hematologist working at Maimonides. One of her target pictures 
was Hiroshige’s painting “The Kinryuszan Temple,” which portrays 
a red and gold ceremonial lantern hanging down from a temple 
doorway. Parise reported: 

a room with party decorations 1 saw a gold chest, like a pirate’s chest, 

but shining and new. The party decorations were colorful. No decora- 
tions on the floor, they were on the ceiling and walls. There was a table 
with things on it. Red balloons, red punch bowls, (p. 96) 

When asked to associate to her hypnotic dream, Parise recalled her 
“sweet sixteen” birthday party at which her parents had strung party 
decorations of Japanese lanters. A few weeks later, Parise brought a 
photograph of that party to Honorton; it bore a striking resem- 
blance to the Hiroshige painting. 

Honorton and I (Honorton 8c Krippner, 1969) agreed that hyp- 
notic induction provides one of the few available techniques for af- 
fecting the level of psi performance. But is this due to the demand 
characteristics of the situation, the subject’s preconceived ideas 
about hypnosis, or some factor specific to hypnotic induction itself 
and the condition it evokes? Honorton (1977) was to explore these 
issues further in what he referred to as “internal attention states,” 
those conditions in which “conscious awareness is maintained in the 
absence of patterned exteroceptive and proprioception information. 
These conditions include spontaneously generated states, such as 
hypnagogic reverie, as well as those which are deliberately induced, 
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such as meditation and hypnosis” (p. 435). Honorton surveyed the 
available data and suggested an empirical generalization: “Psi func- 
tioning is enhanced (i.e., is more easily detected and recognized) when the 
receiver is in a state of sensory relaxation and is minimally influenced by 
ordinary perception and proprioception (p. 466; italics in original). For 
Honorton, the evidence lent support to a “filter theory” of the 
mind. As Aldous Huxley (1963) so eloquendy put it: “To make bi- 
ological survival possible, Mind at Large has to be funneled through 
the reducing valve of the brain and nervous system” (p. 23). Hon- 
orton and other parapsychologists always have been challenged to 
find ways to bypass this filter, obtaining information or exerting in- 
fluence that transcend ordinary constraints of time, space, and en- 
ergy. 

During his years at Maimonides, Honorton also pursued his in- 
terest in studying the effects of immediate feedback on psi scoring. 
He used card-guessing tasks, alternating runs with no feedback with 
runs involving immediate feedback on each guess. In general, the 
runs involving immediate feedback obtained higher scores when 
compared to the previous runs with no feedback (e.g., Honorton, 
1970). However, the results were not clear-cut enough to support 
an interpretation compatible with learning theory (Palmer, 1978, p. 
185). A more clear-cut finding was Honorton’s (1972a) survey of 
dream recall; he was the first to present convincing data that people 
who remember their dreams tend to obtain higher scores on ESP 
tests. 

Honorton was also instrumental in inaugurating studies of alpha 
rhythm biofeedback at Maimonides. He (Honorton, 1969) was one 
of the first to report a fragile but intriguing relationship between 
alpha activity and ESP performance, and he later took this work a 
step further (Honorton, Davidson, & Bindler, 1971). Instead of re- 
laxation, he and his colleagues used the biofeedback technique to 
generate alpha; they compared ESP scores during this period with 
a period in which alpha was suppressed by the same method. Self- 
reports were used to rate change of consciousness during the ses- 
sion. Percipients with the highest self-reports during the generation 
of alpha also produced the highest ESP scoring rate. Those who 
produced the greatest subjective shift in consciousness during alpha 
generation obtained significantly higher ESP scores than those re- 
porting only minor shifts. Later, Honorton (1975) proposed that 
relatively large and rapid shifts in one’s conscious state would be 
associated with enhanced ESP performance; this observation was to 
evolve and change, but it guided Honorton’s development as an as- 
tute researcher and led to some of his most important contributions. 
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The Malcolm Bessent Studies 

One morning in 1969, I had a telephone call from Arthur 
Young, inventor of the Bell helicopter and president of the Foun- 
dation for the Study of Consciousness. Young asked me if we would 
be interested in initiating a formal study of Malcolm Bessent, an 
Englishman who had reported spontaneous precognitive dreams 
over the years. We agreed and were assisted by Donald C. Webster, 
a Canadian industrialist, in bringing Bessent from England for a 
summer of experimental work. Initially, Honorton (Honorton, 
1971b) had Bessent guess which of two colored lights would next be 
lighted by an electronically controlled random number generator. 
Both Bessent’s predictions and his “hits” were automatically regis- 
tered. The total number of trials was set in advance: 15,360. There 
were 7,859 “hits,” 179 more than expected by chance, with odds 
against coincidence on the order of 500 to 1. 

Honorton joined Ullman and me (Krippner, Ullman, 8c Honor- 
ton, 1971) in designing an eight-night study that would test Bes- 
sent’s purported abilities in a situation closer to his spontaneous 
dreams that purportedly matched future events. Once Bessent’s last 
dream had been collected for the night, an elaborate random num- 
ber system was used to choose a word from Hall and Van de Casde’s 
(1966) manual, Content Analysis of Dreams; this, in turn, was matched 
with an art print from our collection, and a multisensory experience 
was designed around it — all after Bessent had awakened. The ex- 
perimenters who designed the experience had not been present 
during the night, and the experimenters who had monitored the 
electroencephalograph (EEG) were not present during the design- 
ing or execution of the multisensory event. 

For example, on one night, Bessent dreamed about “a concrete 
building,” “a patient from upstairs escaping,” “a white coat . . . , like 
a doctor’s coat,” and “doctors and medical people.” The randomly 
selected word on the following morning was corridor , and the match- 
ing art print was Van Gogh’s painting “Hospital Corridor at St. 
Remy.” When Bessent was ushered out of the sleep room, he was 
met by a man wearing a white doctor’s coat daubed with acetone, 
and was greeted as “Mr. Van Gogh.” He was given a pill with a glass 
of water, and was led through a darkened corridor to a room where 
he was presented with paintings by mental patients as well as the 
Van Gogh art print while, in the background, hysterical laughter 
and music from a film about a mental hospital could be heard. The 
outside judges were able to match Bessent’s dreams with an account 
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of the “corridor” experience at high levels, giving him a “direct hit.” 
He obtained five other “direct hits” during the study and two “hits” 
with more moderate scores. If chance had produced these results, 
one would have to have carried out 5,000 additional experiments. 

The results of his experiment were so extraordinary that critics 
seemed unable to grasp the protocol. For example, Zusne and Jones 
(1982) imply that at least one of the experimenters had a chance to 
know the identity of the target. The authors state: “After the subject 
falls asleep, an art reproduction is selected from a large collection 
randomly, placed in an envelope, and given to the agent” (pp. 260- 
261). In fact, the target was already in the envelope at the time the 
session began, having been placed there by a person who was not 
present during the night. Zusne and Jones write that “three . . . 
judges rate their confidence that the dream content matches the tar- 
get picture,” implying that the judges knew the identity of the target 
while making their evaluations. In reality, each judge was presented 
with a dream transcript and a pool of potential targets and was 
asked to evaluate the degree of similarity between the transcript and 
each target in the pool. These misrepresentations pale by compari- 
son with an assertion that research participants were “primed prior 
to going to sleep” so that they could better incorporate the target 
material in their dreams. It is claimed that they were “primed” 
through the experimenter’s 

preparing the receiver through experiences that were related to the 
content of the picture to be telepathically transmitted during the night. 
Thus, when the picture was Van Gogh’s Corridor of the St. Paul Hos- 
pital [sic], which depicts a lonely figure in the hallway of a mental hos- 
pital, the receiver: (1) heard Rosza’s Spellbound played on a phonograph; 
(2) heard the monitor laugh hysterically in the room; (3) was addressed 
as “Mr. Van Gogh” by the monitor; (4) was shown paintings done by 
mental patients; (5) was given a pill and a glass of water; and (6) was 
daubed with a piece of cotton dipped in acetone. The receiver was an 
English “sensitive,” but it is obvious that no psychic sensitivity was re- 
quired to figure out the general content of the picture and to produce 
an appropriate report, whether any dreams were actually seen or not. 
(pp. 260-261) 

In actuality, rather than being “primed,” Bessent was not shown the 
Van Gogh painting until after his dreams had been monitored and 
tape recorded. Indeed, when he was shown the Van Gogh painting, 
he exclaimed, “My God — that’s my dream!” 

Bessent returned during the summer of 1970 for another pre- 
cognition study (Krippner, Ullman, 8c Honorton, 1972). This time, 
a target pool was prepared by an experimenter who planned to be 
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in Europe while the entire study was run. He prepared 10 slide- 
and-sound sequences on the topics of “authoritarian signs,” 
“beards,” “birds,” “crucifixion,” “death,” “Egyptain art,” “police,” 
“saints,” and “2001.” Each slide collection, made up of from 10 to 
22 slides, was accompanied by 10 minutes of appropriate music or 
sound effects that Bessent could listen to with stereophonic head- 
phones. The materials were placed in boxes that were numbered, 
taped, and sealed. 

The 16 nights of the study were arranged in pairs so that on the 
first night Bessent would attempt to dream precognitively about the 
target sequence he would experience the next night, and on that 
night he would attempt to dream more conventionally about the se- 
quence he had just seen. Thus, on the odd-numbered nights he 
would dream about the future and on the even-numbered nights he 
would dream about the past. As an additional control, the EEG 
technicians who monitored Bessent’s sleep and dreams were psy- 
chology students from New York University who knew little about 
the experimental design. The target was selected the following eve- 
ning, some 12 hours after the tape recording of Bessent’s dreams 
had been mailed to the transcriber. 

The results of this study were again significant, with five “direct 
hits” and two more moderate “hits.” On the control nights, there 
were no “direct hits”; only when “death” was the topic, did a control 
night (in which Bessent dreamed about the past) obtain higher 
scores than an experimental night (when Bessent attempted to 
dream about the future). One night, Bessent dreamed about “peo- 
ple in motor uniforms,” “conflict between students and the armed 
guard,” “five hundred National Guardsmen,” and “a police state.” 
The slide-and-sound sequence for that night was “police.” On the 
control night, Bessent mentioned “some sort of conflict” but had no 
other dreams that matched the target. 

Taken together, the two Bessent dream studies have lent exper- 
imental credence to the precognition hypothesis. Bessent appeared 
to dream precognitively 14 out of 16 times in experiments that were 
tighdy controlled against subliminal clues, sensory leakage, or fraud. 
And Honorton (1974b) observed: “It appears at least for this subject 
that extrasensory stimuli may be more easily incorporated into 
dreams than sensory stimuli” (p. 624). 

Additional ESP Dream Studies 

Honorton was a valued co-experimenter in the additional studies 
we conducted on dreams and ESP at Maimonides. In one of them. 
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Alan Vaughan was a subject partly because of a letter I received 
from him on June 4, 1968. Writing from Freiburg, Germany, 
Vaughan cited several dreams that he felt might be premonitory of 
Robert Kennedy’s being murdered in the near future. I immediately 
discussed this letter with Honorton, and the next day we were sad- 
dened by Kennedy’s assassination. 

Vaughan and three other percipients each spent eight nights in 
the Dream Laboratory. A transmitter concentrated on the same tar- 
get for four nights, then on a different art print for every REM 
period during each of the remaining four nights. The latter condi- 
tion appeared to be superior, especially for Felicia Parise whose rat- 
ings of her dreams against the targets were independently signifi- 
cant (Honorton, Krippner, & Ullman, 1971). 

For the next study, the transmitter was moved to the Foundation 
for Mind Research, a research center located 14 miles from Mai- 
monides and equipped with facilities for providing the agent with a 
controlled audio-visual “sensory bombardment” experience. Four 
nights and eight percipients were involved, one of the percipants 
being Alan Vaughan. Such thematic sequences as “Oriental Reli- 
gion” and “Space Exploration” evoked eight “hits” and no “misses,” 
and yielded highly significant results (Krippner, Honorton, Ullman, 
Masters, 8c Houston, 1971). However, an attempted replication of 
this design produced only chance results (Foulkes, Belvedere, Mas- 
ters, Houston, Krippner, Honorton, 8c Ullman, 1972). 

A variation of sensory bombardment was involved for a six-night 
study in which the transmitters consisted of about 2,000 musical 
fans attending rock concerts that featured “The Grateful Dead” 
(Krippner, Honorton, 8c Ullman, 1973). While the rock band 
played, the audience viewed a slide sequence for 15 minutes, at- 
tempting to transmit the contents of a randomly selected art print 
(projected on a giant screen, along with instructions) to Malcolm 
Bessent located at the Dream Laboratory some 45 miles distant. Fel- 
icia Parise, sleeping at home, served as a control subject. The judges’ 
scores for Bessent were marginally significant; those for Parise were 
not. 

The final ESP-dream study carried out at the Maimonides 
Dream Laboratory before we closed our doors in 1978 involved a 
comparison of ESP and pre-sleep influences on dreams (Honorton, 
Ullman, 8c Krippner, 1975). Target stimuli were four films, two of 
them emotionally toned and two of them neutral. On each of the 
first two experimental nights, a transmitter was shown a different 
film, and the percipient tried to dream about it. On the two pre- 
sleep nights, the percipient viewed the films before falling asleep. 
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Forty percipient-transmitter pairs were involved; percipients making 
high scores on personality tests measuring “field independence” ob- 
tained significantly higher scores for the emotional films than for 
the neutral films in the ESP condition. Neither type of film was in- 
corporated into dreams at a significant level on the ESP nights. 
However, the pre-sleep nights yielded significant incorporation 
scores. 

This finding may have been a disappointment for parapsychol- 
ogists, but it supported some preliminary findings in sleep psychol- 
ogy. Shortly before we initiated our studies at Maimonides, Witkin 
and Lewis (1967) showed percipients an emotionally threatening 
film before they went to sleep, for example, a monkey hauling her 
dead baby about by the limbs while nibbling at it, or an Australian 
aboriginal puberty rite in which an incision was made across the sur- 
face of an initiate’s penis with a sharp stone. Witkin and Lewis ob- 
served that there were no direct incorporations of film content, but 
that their judges were able to find elements of the film in the dream 
reports, often in disguised, symbolic form. 

Had this been a parapsychological study, the researchers would 
never have been taken seriously. They would have been accused of 
the possible cueing of the percipients’ responses, of projecting their 
expectations while collecting the dream reports, and (because blind 
judging was not used) of “reading” purported symbolism into the 
dream content. However, Witkin and Lewis’s study did not study 
anomalous phenomena; hence, a less than rigorous approach ap- 
pears to have been permissible. In the case of parapsychology, how- 
ever, it is often pointed out that claims of extraordinary phenomena 
require extraordinary proof; for parapsychological studies to be 
taken seriously, their data need to be scrupulously collected and 
carefully evaluated. We were pleased that our data, collected and 
evaluated at a more rigorous level, supported Witkin and Lewis’s 
earlier claims. 

In another influential study, dream reports were collected from 
patients who were about to undergo surgery; the investigators 
claimed that the upcoming operation was featured symbolically in 
the patients’ dreams (Breger, Hunter, & Lane, 1971). However, the 
investigators who collected the dream reports were well aware of the 
type of surgery each patient was facing. They easily could have 
found specific relationships between dream content and the sched- 
uled operation, given the vagueness and variety of dream symbols. 
Again, this was not a parapsychological experiment and therefore 
there was little criticism of this study’s obvious flaws. 

To evaluate whether or not our target/transcript correspon- 
dences were due to chance, we sent copies of the dream reports and 
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post-sleep associations to three outside judges who worked blind 
and independently. All judges had worked previously with dream 
reports and/or with “free response” parapsychological material (in 
which the variety of potential targets is unlimited rather than cir- 
cumscribed). Each judge was sent copies or duplicate sets of the targets 
used in the study; no judge was sent the actual target that had been 
used because it might have been possible that a smudge or written 
note on the picture would have cued the judge that someone had 
been concentrating upon that particular item. The averages of the 
judges’ evaluations were used as data for statistical analysis. 

In 1985, Child published a meta-analysis of the Maimonides 
studies. He found that the only form in which the data were avail- 
able for all series of sessions was a count of “hits” and “misses.” If 
the actual target was ranked or rated in the upper half of the target 
pool for similarity to the dreams and the post-sleep interview, the 
outcome was considered a hit. If the actual target was placed in the 
lower half of the pool, the outcome was considered a miss. Parapsy- 
chological experiments are often criticized on the grounds that the 
evidence they provide for psi phenomena is gleaned from very small 
effects detectable only when large bodies of data are amassed. Child 
pointed out that the Maimonides experiments are exempt from this 
criticism; significant results from some studies are attributable to 
just 8 data points each, that is, a total of 16 dream transcripts. All 
told, the Maimonides data were statistically significant to the extent 
that there was only one chance in 1,000 that coincidence could have 
accounted for the results. 

Various types of criticism have been leveled against the Maimon- 
ides experiments from the time of our first publications in scientific 
journals. The most serious problem is that several other laboratories 
have not been able to replicate our effects when they followed our 
basic design. In one psychology text, Neher (1980) stated: 

A . . . series of studies of great interest are the dream-telepathy tests 
done at the Maimonides Medical Center in New York, in which, it is 
claimed, dreams are influenced telepathically. However, some other in- 
vestigators have failed to obtain similar results. One unsuccessful repli- 
cation used a subject who was “successful” in the Maimonides studies; 
another was conducted by the Maimonides investigators themselves, (p. 
145) 

It is certainly the case that some of our own replication attempts 
failed and that an independent attempt to replicate our work with 
Van de Castle did not support the psi hypothesis (Belvedere & 
Foulkes, 1971). 
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Nevertheless, our dream studies at Maimonides played a small 
but vital role in parapsychological inquiry and the search for knowl- 
edge. Perhaps our data base and our research protocols will be a 
continuing source of material for serious researchers who are at- 
tempting to encompass the study of anomalous phenomena within 
the scientific enterprise. If so, future investigators will recognize the 
vital role played by Charles Honorton in bringing these studies to 
fruition. 


Psychokinesis and Sensory Deprivation 

Although our laboratory was best known for its work in ESP and 
dreams (Krippner, 1991), Honorton initiated some provocative PK 
studies. Honorton and Barksdale (1972) tested their subjects with a 
random number generator (RNG), comparing conditions of mus- 
cular tension versus relaxation, and also active concentration versus 
passive attention to the target. Honorton conducted the first series 
in which the six subjects worked as a group to influence the RNG. 
Before one half of the runs, they were given suggestions to induce 
relaxation; before the other half, suggestions were given for sus- 
tained muscular tension. Relaxed-state scores were nonsignificant, 
but the tension scores were highly significant, especially in those 
trials that combined muscle tension with passive attention to the 
task. 

In the second series, which Barksdale conducted, 10 subjects 
tried individually to influence the RNG under the same conditions; 
their scores were nonsignificant. Barksdale then served as experi- 
menter for a third series in which Honorton served as the subject. 
The score for each condition was highly significant, that for tension 
being positive and that for relaxation almost equally negative. In 
commenting on this experiment, Rush (1977) says that “Honorton’s 
remarkable success in the third series raises the most vexing ambi- 
guity of all, the covert role of the experimenter” (p. 64). 

Ullman and I had both visited parapsychologists in the Soviet 
Union, and were delighted when a friend offered to show our staff 
a film featuring alleged PK in that country. Felicia Parise observed 
the film and was inspired to undertake several weeks of persistent 
practice, eventually seeming to move small objects and rotate a com- 
pass needle. Ullman and I observed some of these feats under in- 
formal conditions, but Honorton (1974a) made a careful investiga- 
tion of the phenomena, eventually taking Parise to the Foundation 
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for Research on the Nature of Man, his former place of employ- 
ment. According to the researchers in Durham (Watkins & Watkins, 
1974), Parise deflected a compass needle, altered the signal from a 
metal detector, and produced anomalous effects on photographic 
film. 

The directors of the Foundation for Mind Research had con- 
structed a “witches’ cradle” which was based on medieval sensory 
deprivation devices. There are historical accounts of cradle-like con- 
traptions in which so-called witches suspended themselves from 
trees. Upon being covered with a sheath, and after ingesting (or 
being coated with) belladonna, thorn apple, or some other mind- 
altering substance, the adept would have out-of-body experiences 
and other unusual adventures. The modern version of this cradle is 
a metal swing in which the subject stands upright, supported by 
broad bands of canvas. He or she wears earplugs to eliminate out- 
side sound, and opaque goggles to eliminate visual stimuli. The 
swing acts as a pendulum, carrying the subject from side to side and 
rotating in response to involuntary movements. 

Harry Hermon, a psychiatrist practicing at Maimonides, lent us 
his cradle for our study (Honorton, Drucker, & Hermon, 1973). 
Thirty percipients participated in the study; they were told that a 
transmitter in a distant room would view an art print during the last 
10 minutes of the session. They were also taught the self-report 
scale that Honorton had devised to quickly evaluate alterations in 
consciousness. About 63% of the percipients in the study obtained 
“hits,” a result that is not quite statistically significant. However, the 
subjects with high self-reports obtained a significant number of 
“hits.” Further, the average shift in self-reports from the first 10 
minutes to the last 10 minutes was higher for those making “hits” 
than for those making “misses.” 

This difference supported Gardner Murphy’s (1966) hypothesis 
that shifts in consciousness are favorable to the emergence of psi. 
Murphy was pleased to hear the news. He had procured the original 
funding for the Dream Laboratory from the Itdeson and Scaife 
Foundations and had recommended me to Ullman once the labo- 
ratory needed a director. Murphy’s hypothesis on shifts of con- 
sciousness was among several factors that stimulated Honorton’s 
continued interest in partial sensory deprivation as one of many 
conditions that could produce a psi-conducive state characterized by 
a withdrawal of attention from the external world and a shift to- 
ward internal thoughts and images. After reading about a study of 
thought patterns and imagery during sleep onset (Vogel, Foulkes, 
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& Trosman, 1966) and after recalling that stilling the mind, or re- 
ducing the internal noise level, is the object of self-regulated con- 
centration in Patanjali’s system of Raja yoga, Honorton developed 
an innovative procedure known as the ganzfeld, a German term de- 
noting a “uniform visual field.” 

In this procedure, research percipients were asked to relax in a 
soundproof room with halved pingpong balls fastened over their 
eyes. A colored light was placed 6 inches in front of their face, and 
a recording of seashore sounds was played through headphones. 
This method had been used earlier by Bertini, Lewis, and Witkin 
(1972) in an attempt to study the effect of emotional-involving films 
on hypnagogic imagery — in which the incorporated material was 
found to be more direct and less symbolic (Bertini, Lewis, & Witkin, 
1972). The major procedural difference made in Honorton’s study 
was that, rather than a presleep stimulus, a transmitter in a distant 
room was concentrating on randomly selected target material. 

Following the session, Honorton’s percipients inspected a dupli- 
cate set of four possible target materials, choosing the one they felt 
corresponded most closely to their thoughts and images. They 
ranked the other three as well, allowing all data to be categorized 
on a “hit” or “miss” basis. As there was a different target pool and 
a different percipient for each session, the problem of indepen- 
dence in judging was virtually eliminated. Since Honorton’s (Hon- 
orton 8c Harper, 1974) original report, successful ganzfeld experi- 
ments have been reported from a number of different laboratories. 
Between 50% and 60% of these ganzfeld studies have produced sig- 
nificant data (Stanford, 1984) — a result that fulfills the promise of 
the high psi yield in the “twilight states” investigated at Maimonides. 

The ganzfeld work will stand as Charles Honorton’s most im- 
portant contribution to parapsychological research. However, there 
were many other parts of the Honorton legacy, both in the labora- 
tory, in the research literature, and in the politics of responding to 
critics of psi research. When Honorton arrived at Maimonides, I 
(Krippner, 1975) referred to him as “just about the most capable 
experimenter in the field” (p. 59). I have never regretted my enthu- 
siastic evaluation; indeed, it has been reinforced over the years. I 
will miss him as a colleague and as a friend. And where will para- 
psychology find another of his stature? 
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GANZFELD AND RNG RESEARCH 

By Mario P. Varvoglis 


I arrived at Maimonides in 1974 as a kind of tourist, prodded 
by a friend who was patiendy trying to overcome my skepticism — 
and ignorance — about parapsychology. Indeed, I was converted, 
largely because of Honorton’s work; but for several years I re- 
mained only a part-time volunteer at Maimonides, squeezing in 
what time I could between undergraduate studies and jobs to pay 
the bills. It was only toward the latter few years at Maimonides and, 
of course, in my years at Psychophysical Research Laboratories 
(PRL), from 1979 to 1985, that I can claim to have worked closely 
with Chuck. 


The Early Ganzfeld Work 

At the time I arrived at the Maimonides lab, the original Hon- 
orton and Harper (1974) study had already been completed. Several 
others, using identical methodologies, were in process. As in the ear- 
lier study, the sender viewed a viewmaster reel randomly selected 
out of a large number of possibilities and attempted to mentally 
convey to the receiver its visual elements and overall theme. The 
receiver, located in an Industrial Acoustics Corp. (IAC) sound-iso- 
lation room, was put into ganzfeld (wearing halved ping-pong balls 
over the eyes and headphones with “white noise” over the ears) and 
was asked to “think out loud,” reporting all thoughts, images, or 
feelings that came to mind. The experimenter, who was “blind” as 
to the target viewmaster reel, was situated between the sender’s and 
receiver’s rooms, and monitored the latter’s mentation via intercom. 
At the end of the sending period, the receiver would be taken out 
of ganzfeld and, presented with four viewmaster reels, would at- 
tempt to select the target, based on his or her earlier impressions. 

When I was asked to write about Charles Honorton’s later years at the Maimon- 
ides Division of Parapsychology and Psychophysics I hesitated for some time; I do 
not consider myself the most knowledgeable person concerning that important pe- 
riod of Chuck’s life. I hope I can overcome my spotty recollection of the Maimonides 
years and do some justice to his seminal work. 
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Assessment of psi effects for an experimental series was thus based 
upon a statistical comparison of the total number of direct “hits” 
against the expected 25% hit rate. 

Terry and Honorton (1976) report two of these follow-up ganz- 
feld studies. The first involved 12 undergraduate students who were 
following an experimental parapsychology course given by Honor- 
ton. The cumulative result, based upon 27 sessions, was significant 
( p = .003). The second study, involving 6 self-selected sender-re- 
ceiver pairs contributing 10 sessions each, yielded highly significant 
results ip = .00059). Also highly successful was a shorter series 
(Honorton, 1976) involving rather unusual conditions: Sessions 
were conducted under the cameras of different TV crews. The re- 
ceivers correctly selected the target in 6 out of the 7 sessions (p = 
.0013), suggesting that such high-pressure situations may actually be 
conducive for experienced subjects (Honorton, 1977b). Significant 
results (p = .025) were also obtained in a series with 17 visiting sci- 
entists and journalists contributing one session each (Honorton, 
1977b). 

As in the original Honorton and Harper study, all these exper- 
iments provided not only clear-cut statistical evidence for psi, but 
also a wealth of strong qualitative correspondences. While pointing 
to the real value of the ganzfeld procedure, these correspondences 
also highlighted the weakness of our quantitative evaluation 
method, which essentially reduced all that richness to a single psi 
trial with a Va probability of a hit. Noting the insensitivity and waste- 
fulness of this approach, Charles Honorton (1975) proposed an al- 
ternative way for evaluating free-response psi material. The method 
yielded analytical data on the information content of the target, the 
subject’s mentation, and their correspondence. By coding each tar- 
get as a unique combination of 10 possible content-categories (color, 
activity, mythical characters, animals, human characters, artifacts, 
food, body parts, architecture, nature scenes) and coding the receiv- 
er’s mentation using the same categorization scheme, we could im- 
mediately derive the number of matches, ranging from 0 to 10. The 
approach thus allowed for more precise comparisons of psi infor- 
mation transfer rates under different conditions, while also prom- 
ising to enhance the efficiency of free-response research paradigms. 
As Honorton (1975) showed, given that each session would involve 
10 independent guesses, with a binomial expectation of 5, a statis- 
tically meaningful result could be obtained even within a single ses- 
sion (i.e., with 8 or more matches out of 10). 
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To ensure category independence, the target pool had to consist 
of all possible combinations of presence or absence of the 10 content 
categories, ranging from 0000000000 for a target showing just a 
black and white geometric shape to 1111111111 for one with in- 
stances of all 10 categories present. This meant that 2 10 or 1,024 
targets had to be composed, each one showing the presence of just 
those content categories its code prescribed. If, for example, a target 
code was 1 just for body parts and food, the selected image could 
only show some food (without showing, say, a table, or forks and 
knives), and only a pair of hands, or a mouth, or nose (without 
showing someone's full face). Needless to say, construction of the 
binary target pool was a major project. When I arrived at Maimon- 
ides in 1974, Jim Terry and Sharon Harper and others were right 
in the middle of this, and they immediately channeled my budding 
curiosity about psi research into several weeks of cutting and pasting 
magazine images. 

The first study involving the binary code target material (Terry, 
Tremmel, Kelly, Harper, & Barker, 1976) sought to establish the 
utility of this approach. Thirty volunteer sender-receiver pairs were 
divided into two equal groups. In one, receivers went through the 
ganzfeld mentation period prior to deciding which content cate- 
gories were present versus absent in the target; in the other group, 
they simply guessed. The results were significant for the ganzfeld 
group ( p = .018), and nonsignificant for the control group. This 
study thus pointed both to the utility of abstract coding schemes in 
free-response research and to the general effectiveness of the ganz- 
feld procedure (also suggested by an independent study by Braud, 
Wood, & Braud, 1975). 

In parallel with this study, Smith, Tremmel, and Honorton 
(1976) undertook a very interesting investigation of the sender’s role 
in the ganzfeld. Twenty sender-receiver pairs contributed two ses- 
sions each. In one, the target was presented to the sender for 10 
minutes; in the other it was presented tachistoscopically for 1 milli- 
second. The sender was then put into ganzfeld and asked to “think 
out loud,” just as the receiver did. At the end of the session, both 
sender and receiver encoded their mentation in terms of the 10 con- 
tent categories. Overall psi results were significant ( p = .015) and, 
interestingly enough, were comparable to results for the senders’ re- 
trieval rate ( p = .016). Even more interesting was the finding that 
the overall significance for psi results was largely due to the condi- 
tion in which the sender had been exposed to the target sublimi- 
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nally. However, a similar study conducted around the same time, 
and involving 17 subjects, yielded nonsignificant results in all con- 
ditions (Terry, 1976). 

The binary target pool was one of Charles Honorton’s many in- 
novative efforts to enhance the replicability and efficiency of psi re- 
search. Honorton’s initial hope was that this pool could become a 
powerful standardized tool for laboratories engaged in ganzfeld or 
other free-response research. But while the above studies showed its 
overall utility in free-response research, they did not demonstrate 
its superiority in terms of results (e.g., in effect size). Nor did they 
demonstrate that this approach really advanced our understanding 
of the psi process itself. Though we expected it to yield a more de- 
tailed picture of the types of information best communicated 
through psi, we found that the overly literal orientation of the con- 
tent categories led to an insensitivity to metaphorical, synaesthetic, 
or global facets of the ganzfeld experience, and just ended up frus- 
trating subjects who couldn’t “squeeze” their mentation into the 10 
categories. 

Eventually, when we took up ganzfeld studies again at PRL, we 
moved back to the older, more global evaluation approaches. Chuck 
was singularly capable of sensing promising lines of research, but he 
was equally capable of “letting go” of a particular direction, even if 
he had invested time and effort in it, when it did not seem to be 
paying off. He had a strong pragmatic sense of priorities, and was 
well aware of his responsibilities as research director and as spokes- 
man for the field. 

It is also worth noting that, rigorous as Honorton may have been 
in his methodology and his attempts to quantitatively establish the 
reality of psi, he also was very sensitive to the experiential qualities 
of his research and its meaningfulness for participants. Unlike some 
other psi-testing procedures (e.g., forced-choice tasks using ESP 
cards), the ganzfeld is a novel and stimulating experience for sub- 
jects: It provides a unique opportunity for individuals to explore 
altered states of consciousness, mental imagery, and personal sym- 
bolism as well as psychological openness and sharing with another 
person. Honorton was well aware of all this, and he especially ap- 
preciated subject-intensive studies, which permit in-depth explora- 
tions of one’s own mental events over a series of ganzfeld sessions. 
He also emphasized the need for us, the experimenters, to go 
through the experiments we asked our subjects to go through, and 
was, himself, more than willing to set the example. I think that 
whenever Chuck himself served as experimenter, subjects could 
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sense that he had an “insider’s feel” of the ganzfeld; this inspired 
confident anticipation of a positive experience and of success. 

Any new research approach must pass through phases of explo- 
ration and of trial and error. Inevitably, problems will be located 
and will have to be ironed out. There certainly have been a number 
of methodological improvements in the ganzfeld over the years, 
which attests to the cumulative nature of scientific parapsychology; 
but despite some minor weaknesses the approach, from the outset, 
was quite sound. I think it is a tribute to Honorton that his very first 
ganzfeld experiment — the Honorton and Harper (1974) study — can 
still be referred to as “prototypical” of the research paradigm. From 
those early days of exploration, through the spirited defense of the 
paradigm’s robustness (Honorton, 1983, 1985), and on to the em- 
pirical demonstration of its value in the PRL autoganzfeld studies 
(Honorton et al., 1990), Charles Honorton has left a permanent 
trace in the history of the field. 

Random Number Generator Studies 

Besides initiating the ganzfeld work, Honorton was also among 
the first to recognize the potential of Schmidt’s random number 
generator studies and to attempt theory-driven research in this area. 
Beginning with his very first RNG experiment (Honorton 8c Barks- 
dale, 1972, reviewed in Stanley Krippner’s tribute), he came face to 
face with the challenge that psi-mediated experimenter effects pose 
to the interpretation of experimental outcomes and to model-test- 
ing. A few years later, in a seminal RNG study, he demonstrated 
that experimenters can also shape experimental outcomes through 
the manner in which they relate to subjects (Honorton, Ramsey, & 
Cabbibo, 1975). Thirty six participants were assigned either to an 
experimenter acting in a supportive or outgoing manner, or to one 
acting cold and aloof. Each group completed 200 RNG trials, at- 
tempting to guess which of two lamps would light up next. Subjects 
in the “positive interaction” group scored significantly above chance; 
those in the “negative interaction” group scored significantly below 
chance; and the difference was highly significant. The validity of the 
study’s conclusions was reinforced by split-half reliability tests of in- 
ternal consistency for each group’s scores, and by subjects’ responses 
to a post-experimental questionnaire, confirming that they had in- 
deed perceived the two experimenters in the manner intended. To 
this day, this experiment constitutes some of our best evidence for 
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the importance of interpersonal experimenter effects in parapsy- 
chology. 

Perhaps because of these personal encounters with both psi-me- 
diated and interpersonal experimenter effects, Honorton increas- 
ingly sought to develop protocols that would strongly link testing 
procedures to the experience, needs, traits, or physiology of partici- 
pants. Having been recently introduced to the Yoga Sutras of Pa- 
tanjali, Honorton became especially interested in exploring the pos- 
sible roles of absorption and concentration in RNG-PK tasks. 
Meditation, emphasizing the disciplining of attention, seemed to be 
a natural starting point for such investigations, and a study by Hon- 
orton and May (1976) indirectly pointed to the potential of medi- 
tation in RNG-psi results. Ten subjects were involved, 6 of whom 
were regular meditators. Each subject contributed 5 high-aim and 5 
low-aim 100-trial runs while receiving continuous visual feedback. 
Five of the 10 subjects obtained significantly more hits in the high- 
aim than the low-aim condition ( p = .00006); 4 of these subjects 
were meditators. 

In a more direct assessment of the influence of meditation on 
psi, Honorton (1977a) hooked up a Transcendental Meditation in- 
structor to an EEG apparatus and examined RNG outputs in rela- 
tion to different attentional and physiological conditions. Situated in 
a room adjacent to that of the RNG, the meditator first received 
event-by-event RNG feedback over 500 trials. Psi scoring during this 
phase was nonsignificant, though in the right direction (i.e., more 
hits in the high-aim than in the low-aim condition). In the second 
phase, the instructor simply meditated for 25 minutes, without re- 
ceiving any RNG feedback. The RNG, however, continued to be 
sampled, its data being automatically segregated or “gated” accord- 
ing to whether or not the meditator’s EEG was predominantly in the 
theta/alpha range (4-13 Hz). RNG results here were near-significant 
( p = .058) during the gated trials, in which the meditator was within 
the theta/alpha range. Finally, in the third phase, the subject again 
received trial-by-trial feedback; this time, a significant difference be- 
tween high- and low-aim trials was obtained (p = .0054), suggesting 
that meditation may have helped the instructor achieve a state con- 
ducive to volitional PK. However, in a follow-up study with 10 prac- 
titioners of Ajapa yoga (Winnett & Honorton, 1977), significant re- 
sults were obtained prior to meditation (p = .005), but not following 
meditation. In contrast to the TM instructor’s increment in perfor- 
mance, the results here declined following meditation. 

The above psychophysiological studies with meditators were in 
line with Honorton’s objective of tightly “coupling” participant pa- 
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rameters to psi data, and thus linking experimental outcomes to the 
participants rather than to investigators’ expectations. Two subse- 
quent studies (Honorton & Tremmel, 1979) further explicated the 
possible links between RNG activity and subjects’ attentional state 
and psychophysiology. Framed within the conceptual context of 
Eccles’s interactionist dualism (1977), this theory-driven study fo- 
cused exclusively upon unintentional PK. As in the second phase of 
the study with the TM instructor, the RNG here was sampled while 
subjects were absorbed in another task. The difference, however, 
was that in these studies participants were totally unaware of the 
import of the RNG and believed that they were simply engaged in 
an EEG-alpha biofeedback task. RNG data were automatically gated 
whenever the participant met pre-established alpha (8-13 Hz) 
brainwave criteria. In the first study involving 10 subjects, these 
gated RNG samples showed significant departures from expected 
levels of variance. The results suggested a relationship between 
RNG activity and either the subjects’ physiological state (i.e., alpha 
brainwaves) or their volitional activity (success in the control of these 
brainwaves). In a second experiment, involving 7 subjects, Honor- 
ton and Tremmel focused in on a test of these alternative explana- 
tions, by taking both gated and ungated RNG samples as well as 
RNG samples gated during the rest period, when no attempt was 
made to control EEG frequencies. Once again, significant results 
were obtained in the alpha-gated samples during the feedback pe- 
riods; however, RNG samples were at chance during both feedback- 
ungated periods and rest periods. Furthermore, the feedback-gated 
RNG results were significantly stronger than the rest-period gated 
results, thus suggesting a link specifically between RNG-PK and vo- 
litional success in accomplishing the EEG task. 

While he recognized this was only a “feasibility study” with 
“many conceptual and methodological problems to be overcome” 
(Honorton, 1978, p. 43), Charles Honorton considered the gating 
work to hold major theoretical potential. He suggested that such re- 
search could add some empirical substance to the eternal debate on 
the mind-body problem; at the very least it could elevate the debate 
to a new level by demonstrating that both monistic and dualistic per- 
spectives must come to terms with “extended psychophysical inter- 
actions,” and not just personal consciousness and experience. 

I was, myself, strongly intrigued by the gating work, and when 
the Maimonides lab closed down and Chuck invited Tremmel and 
me to join him in Princeton, I decided to consecrate my doctoral 
thesis to a replication and extension of this research. I was per- 
plexed by the finding of “field-like” correlates of volition, and, in an 
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effort to pinpoint their nature, designed a multifactorial experiment 
examining RNG-gated/ungated data under a number of different 
attention, intention, and awareness conditions. My own research de- 
sign thus departed considerably from the studies which had inspired 
it, and, although the overall results were significant, for both “feed- 
back” and “hidden” RNG conditions, the particular condition most 
pertinent to Honorton and Tremmel’s gated findings did not yield 
significant results (Varvoglis, 1982; Varvoglis & McCarthy, 1986). 
Nevertheless, I feel that the original gating work is a conceptually 
intriguing and empirically productive research paradigm; it de- 
serves far more attention than it has thus far received. 

Two more RNG studies by Honorton and Tremmel deserve 
mention (Honorton & Tremmel, 1980; Tremmel & Honorton, 
1980). Involving 93 and 40 subjects, respectively, and yielding mod- 
estly significant results, these studies were among the first to explic- 
itly attempt to blend the rigor of automated RNG research with the 
motivational appeal and absorptive qualities of video games. In this 
context, they were forerunners to PRL’s PsiLab project, which was 
not only a means to promote interlaboratory computer/RNG re- 
search, but also a testing ground for introducing “psi games” to the 
general public. 

In my opinion, Honorton sensed, early on, that psi-testing soft- 
ware disguised as games could lead the way to a “univeralist” form 
of parapsychological research (Varvoglis, 1992) whereby the field 
moves beyond its precarious dependence upon a few good labora- 
tories and experimenters, and flourishes in entertainment centers, 
in homes, even in schools. Of course, at the time all this began, at 
Maimonides and elsewhere, the technology simply was not adequate 
to create truly psi-conducive software. Furthermore, the identifica- 
tion of such software with psi games may have been premature. As 
I have argued elsewhere (Varvoglis, 1992), to encourage psi in the 
general public through computer-based experiments, we need to go 
beyond the superficially entertaining games popular in video ar- 
cades and create multimedia programs which explicitly induce men- 
tal states and mindsets congruent with psi functioning. I believe that 
Chuck was well aware of this, and that his efforts to provide the 
field with reliable and meaningful testing procedures would ulti- 
mately have centered upon software which integrates RNG tasks 
with meditative, hypnotic, hypnagogic, or other psi-conducive states. 

Charles Honorton certainly had his shortcomings. We each have 
our particular palette of strengths and weaknesses, both of which 
serve us or disserve us in different circumstances, and Chuck was 
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no exception. He was not very good in managing those who worked 
with him; he did not know how to bring out the best in us, and he 
frequently allowed his own preconceptions and feelings to get in the 
way of cooperative work. Practically all of those who directly worked 
with him, whether at Maimonides or at PRL, have some recollection 
of unfair criticisms, intimidations, or slights. But in the end, death 
is a harsh reminder of the larger perspective, of what has really 
counted in one’s life. And what has counted in the case of Charles 
Honorton is his long, tireless, loving dedication to parapsychology, 
his eloquence and intelligence as spokesman of the field, his integ- 
rity as researcher, his deep commitment to the scientific method, his 
intuitive grasp of promise and potential, his sharp perception of 
patterns and trends in a plethora of z scores, and his search for the 
deeper meaning of it all. 

He used his short time on earth well. 
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PSYCHOPHYSICAL RESEARCH 
LABORATORIES 

By Ephraim I. Schechter 


Charles (Chuck) Honorton and the late James S. McDonnell, 
CEO of McDonnell-Douglas Corporation, established Psychophysi- 
cal Research Laboratories (PRL) in 1979. The laboratory in Prince- 
ton, NJ, opened in the fall of 1979 and closed ten years later in 
October, 1989. The primary research mission was “to increase the 
strength and reliability with which psi effects can be detected and 
studied under controlled conditions” (Psychophysical Research Lab- 
oratories, 1984, Sect. I, p. 1). 

Other articles in this memorial series about Chuck deal with de- 
tails of the various lines of research begun or continued at PRL. I 
will try, instead, to suggest what it was like at PRL by talking about 
the major projects and the formal and informal research groups 
that resulted from who was there, when they were there, and what 
their research interests and strengths were. 

The list of PRL staff and contributors is long. Don McCarthy 
was Chuck’s long-time friend and constant formal and informal col- 
laborator before, during, and after the PRL years. The regular re- 
search staff included at one time or another Chuck himself, Pat Bar- 
ker, Rick Berger, Dianne Ferraro, George Hansen, Marta Quant, 
Nancy Sondow, Larry Tremmel, Mario Varvoglis, and me. Visiting 
scientists Dick Bierman, Lendell Braud, Christine Hardy, Alianna 
Maren, Marilyn Schiltz, and Zoltan Vassy were part of the full-time 
staff for as little as a month or as long as a year. There were Rider 
College student Laura Csogi, and support staff Lucy Levitcher and 
Linda Moore, as well as colleagues who worked elsewhere but for- 
mally collaborated in or consulted on PRL research: Daryl Bern, 
Robert Edelberg, Ed May, Diana Robinson, and David Saunders. 


I wish to thank Pat Barker, Rick Berger, George Hansen, Don McCarthy, and 
Nancy Sondow, who reminded me of things I’d forgotten and filled in details I didn’t 
know. I also thank Pat and Don, and Jacquelyn Schechter, for their comments on 
early drafts. 

This is a personal memoir. Others who were at PRL might have stressed things 
I’ve left out, or made different points. I apologize for inadvertent errors or omis- 
sions. 
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Mathematician Norman Herzberg and computer wizard John 
Bridges were informal continuing collaborators. Robert Chevako, 
Gene Conover, Greg Johnstone, and Tron McConnell designed or 
built specific pieces of equipment and software. Michael Witunski 
was official liaison with our funding sponsors. Colleagues, journal- 
ists, and others visited for an afternoon or a day, joined us in dis- 
cussion, and became research participants. And there were many 
other research participants who came for a single experimental ses- 
sion or for many sessions. 

The degree of collaboration and joint work at PRL varied over 
the years. The research staff planned and worked collectively on 
most projects at first. Later, although everyone helped run ongoing 
experiments, staff tended to focus on their own projects. In the final 
years, as the permanent research staff dwindled, projects often in- 
volved external collaborators. 

To some extent, this cycle reflected Chuck’s strength in research 
rather than management skills. He wanted bright, creative people as 
his co-workers and collaborators. He also insisted on substantial con- 
trol of research projects — what was done, and how. Research staff 
chosen for enthusiasm and creativity also wanted both collaboration 
and control of their own projects. The resulting tension had both 
good and bad effects. The limits on individual projects and lines of 
research produced a fair amount of coherently connected work 
along a few major lines. Each major line benefited from everybody’s 
input and from sub-projects reflecting individual staff members’ in- 
terests. At the same time, those limits on how far individual staff 
could pursue their own lines and “own” their contributions aborted 
some projects and led to some rancorous partings. 

Another pattern in PRL’s work over the ten years is a rising 
curve of development and expansion, followed by fruition and ma- 
jor results from the key projects, and then a winding down that fo- 
cused on summarizing already-completed work with few new pro- 
jects. 

Two of PRL’s major lines of research had been pursued by 
Chuck at Maimonides Medical Center in Brooklyn. One was the 
ganzfeld free-response work, begun in the early 1970s. The other 
was the use of computerized game-like testing situations to engage 
participants’ interest. 1 A third major line, foreshadowed in earlier 

1 See McCarthy (1982) for a discussion of the overall impact of microcomputers 
on parapsychological research. 
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work by Chuck and other PRL staff and formalized at PRL, was the 
use of statistical meta-analytic techniques to summarize and explore 
both the research literature and clusters of related PRL studies. All 
three lines drew on the work of researchers elsewhere, of course, 
and were pursued by others during the PRL years, but I think it is 
fair to say that PRL’s concentration in these areas played a major 
role in establishing methods and approaches. 

A fourth ongoing PRL project, woven through the other three, 
was our involvement in parapsychology’s long-standing study of the 
relationship between research participants’ characteristics and their 
psi-test performance. 2 PRL’s contributions, later used in other lab- 
oratories as well, include an ongoing survey of participant demo- 
graphics and attitudes (the “PRL Participant Information Form”), 
and regular use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (McCaulley, 
1977). 

All of this was stitched together by Chuck’s long-range goal of 
providing experimental parapsychology with more robust results to 
permit more effective theorizing and better understanding. The 
major research projects were all related to this goal, in an attempt 
to identify “recipes” of research procedures and participant char- 
acteristics that most consistendy produced good performance on the 
psi tests. So also was the work to develop standard computerized 
protocols for experiments at PRL and other laboratories. The idea 
was to make it easy to keep basic procedures the same from labo- 
ratory to laboratory and, hopefully, increase the likelihood of get- 
ting similar results. 

Some of the initial PRL research staff were veterans of Chuck’s 
Maimonides projects. Larry Tremmel, who was at PRL only briefly, 
was a long-time Maimonides volunteer who worked on some of the 
early psi-testing computer games. Mario Varvoglis was also a vol- 
unteer researcher. Pat Barker, administrative assistant of the Mai- 
monides lab between 1971 and 1975, joined PRL shortly after it 
opened, as both administrative assistant and researcher. 

Nancy Sondow, on the other hand, had done experiments at the 
American Society for Psychical Research, and visiting researcher 
Lendell Braud had already independently established herself in psy- 
chological and parapsychological research. 

Equipment also came from the Maimonides lab to PRL, such as 
the Cromemco System Three computer in its bookshelf-sized rack 

2 See, for example, Palmer’s (1977, 1978) and Schmeidler’s (1988) general reviews 
of individual-differences research in parapsychology. 
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(soon to be replaced by typewriter-sized but equally powerful Apple 
II computers), and the large, double-walled and electronically 
shielded sound isolation chamber used as the percipient’s room in 
ganzfeld studies and the early computer-games research. 

The first projects were continuations of Maimonides work: a 
ganzfeld series using the nonautomated Maimonides protocol (Son- 
dow, Braud, 8c Barker, 1982), and two computer games, “PK Meter” 
(Honorton, Barker, 8c Sondow, 1983) and “Psi Trek.” 3 “PK Meter,” 
in particular, was a prototype for later PRL work. It used an RNG 
(random number generator) designed by Ed May for the Cromemco 
computer. The study’s design involved both “feedback” RNG runs 
whose results were displayed to the participants and “silent,” non- 
displayed runs. The computer program that controlled participants’ 
assignment to experimental conditions became the prototype for 
later experiments’ “Series Manager” programs. The “Series Man- 
ager” and feedback/silent comparison were used in all subsequent 
PRL RNG research, including the computerized psi tasks that were 
part of the PsiLab //® RNG and software package made available to 
other labs and still in use at some of them. 

Meanwhile, Lendell completed her six-month term as visiting sci- 
entist and returned to Texas. Mario designed and ran a complex 
computer-controlled experiment involving both RNG and EEG 
feedback that would become his doctoral dissertation (Varvoglis 8c 
McCarthy, 1986); the computer program for this study was one of 
Don McCarthy’s contributions to the early PRL research. Rick Ber- 
ger and I joined the research staff late in 1981. The development 
and expansion stage continued through 1982 and into 1983, firming 
up the projects that would characterize PRL research for the next 
six years. 

A lot of effort went into hardware and software for the com- 
puter-controlled automated ganzfeld procedure, which became 
more and more refined over the years as Rick focused on getting 
the hardware and software in place and operating properly. 4 Still 
pictures from the set of ganzfeld targets used in the Maimonides 
studies (Honorton, 1975) were videotaped; so were many short seg- 
ments from movies and television programs selected to introduce 
sound and motion into the ganzfeld target sets. Special videotape 
players controlled by the Apple computers were purchased and in- 

* Maimonides work on “Psi Trek” was reported by Honorton and Tremmel 
(1980). The PRL version of the project was never completed. 

4 See Berger 8c Honorton (1985) for a formal description of the fully developed 
version. 
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stalled, computer-controlled switches were constructed for the mi- 
crophones and tape recorders, and initial versions of programs to 
coordinate it all were written. By 1982, a “debugging” series of 
ganzfeld trials became part of the development and fine-tuning. 

Several new computer-game psi-testing tasks were designed dur- 
ing this early period to use Ed May’s second generation of RNGs, 
built for the Apple II computers. Some, like “Volition” and “Psi In- 
vaders,” were developed further into long-running experimental se- 
ries and were later included in the PsiLab II® package developed for 
use at other laboratories. Others were shorter lived: “Hidden Tar- 
get” never became a formal experiment, and “Psi Ball” was dropped 
after two test series suggested that it was not likely to produce 
strong results (Schechter, Barker, & Varvoglis, 1983, 1984). An- 
other part of the RNG-research development was a series of pro- 
grams that Don designed and wrote to evaluate the RNGs’ random- 
ness. Like “Volition” and “Psi Invaders,” later versions of this RNG- 
testing software became part of PsiLab II®. 

The methods and approach for measuring participant character- 
istics were also developed in the first few years. The Participant In- 
formation Form (PIF) was written, and several ways to measure par- 
ticipants’ personality traits were considered. We selected the Myers- 
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI) and, with permission from the 
MBTI’s developers and publisher, wrote a computer program to ad- 
minister and score the instrument. A variation of this program ad- 
ministered a special version (Stanford & Angelini, 1983) of the Tel- 
legen Differential Personality Questionnaire’s Absorption scale 
(Tellegen 8c Atkinson, 1974). Most participants in ganzfeld and 
RNG computer-game sessions completed all three of these instru- 
ments. 

Group feeling was high during much of this first stage. There 
were regular meetings and a lot of collaborative design. All the re- 
search staff were at least partly involved in each project, planning, 
designing and producing tests, software, and gadgets, and as exper- 
imenters and participants in “debug” trials of the ganzfeld and com- 
puter-game procedures. We did have individual responsibilities and 
specialties — Chuck, Pat, Mario, Lendell, and Nancy were most fa- 
miliar with ganzfeld procedure; Lendell worked with ganzfeld tar- 
get characteristics and percipients’ emotional states; Mario' and Rick 
were the gadgeteers, and Mario, the audiovisual expert; Nancy and 
Pat developed the PIF; Chuck designed the “Hidden Target,” “Psi 
Invaders,” and “Volition” games; I focused on the MBTI and on 
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“PsiBall.” We tried to stay familiar with each others’ projects and 
progress, and gave and received lots of advice. Chuck always stated 
the final decisions on procedures and directions but, at first, plan- 
ning was often a group process. 

As the procedures that were developed in this stage became for- 
mal experiments, however, there was less and less group planning. 
By 1983, the group sessions stopped, and project planning and eval- 
uation usually involved only Chuck and the staffers working on the 
particular task, with the key decisions clearly Chuck’s. Although we 
all continued to be experimenters and participants in most projects, 
researchers gradually began to focus more and more on their own 
tasks. 

The period between 1982 and 1985 was dominated by Chuck’s 
debate with Ray Hyman about the interpretation and solidity of the 
ganzfeld data. Late in 1981 Chuck provided Ray with copies of ex- 
isting ganzfeld studies for a review paper to be presented at the 
1982 joint conference of the Parapsychological Association and the 
Society for Psychical Research. Ray’s review was quite critical (Hy- 
man, 1983), estimating that the actual “success rate” in these studies 
was much lower than Chuck claimed and that procedural flaws and 
poor statistical analysis made even the reduced estimate meaning- 
less. A vigorous correspondence developed, as Ray and Chuck de- 
bated early drafts of Ray’s paper and Chuck began to prepare a 
response that criticzed and offered counterarguments to Ray’s re- 
view decisions, statistical analyses, and classification of procedural 
flaws (Honorton, 1983). By the end of the conference, Chuck and 
Ray had agreed to write more complete reviews, to be published 
together in the Journal of Parapsychology (Honorton, 1985; Hyman 
1985). Eventually, they “agreed to disagree” and to hope that the 
debate had improved the quality of current and future ganzfeld re- 
search and the ways parapsychologists and critics argue (Hyman 8c 
Honorton, 1986). 

The ganzfeld debate involved the entire research staff. Nancy 
gathered and reread the ganzfeld literature and made the prelimi- 
nary classifications for the analyses of procedural flaws. We dis- 
cussed Ray’s letters and phone calls at length, trying to make sure 
we understood his arguments and clarifying our disagreements with 
them. Everyone contributed to or commented on drafts of re- 
sponses and of Chuck’s Journal of Parapsychology paper. And Chuck 
and I began exploring new methods for statistical literature review. 
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This was not Chuck’s or my first attempt at statistical literature 
review, 5 but it was the first in which we used techniques of what is 
now called “meta-analysis” (e.g., Glass, McGaw, 8c Smith, 1981; Ro- 
senthal, 1984). Karlis Osis’s (1982) review led us to Glass, McGaw, 
and Smith’s book, and meta-analytic methods quickly became a stan- 
dard part of PRL research. Reports of PRL studies included meta- 
analytic summaries and reported effect sizes as well as the results of 
significance tests. Much of Chuck’s later work involved meta-analytic 
literature reviews. Attempts to encourage this approach in parapsy- 
chology included work on meta-analytic methods (McCarthy 8c 
Schechter, 1986), a review of ESP studies involving hypnotic induc- 
tion (Schechter, 1984), a roundtable at the 1984 Parapsychological 
Association convention, 6 and a symposium held at PRL in Novem- 
ber 1984 with Robert Rosenthal as guest speaker. 

Ganzfeld and computer-game research continued during this pe- 
riod, and data were presented at Parapsychological Association (PA) 
meetings. Comparisons of “feedback” and “silent” RNG data in “Vo- 
lition,” “Psi Invaders,” and “PsiBall” showed interesting similarites 
across the three games (Berger, Schechter, 8c Honorton, 1986) with 
stronger results in the no-feedback condition. The paper included 
a review of RNG studies elsewhere that compared feedback and no- 
feedback conditions. In a related paper, Mario dealt with the theo- 
retical implications of “silent” RNG results for the conformance-be- 
havior and observational models of psi effects (Varvoglis, 1986). 
Later analyses of “Volition” and “Psi Invaders” data suggested sys- 
tematic displacement relationships between the feedback and silent 
RNG results (Schechter, 1987a). 

Ganzfeld “first timers” (i.e., initial session) results were also re- 
ported at PA meetings (Honorton et al., 1986; Honorton & Schech- 
ter, 1987) and at a conference of the Association for Psychological 
Type, the MBTI researchers’ and users’ association (Honorton 8c 
Schechter, 1985). The data suggested that ganzfeld performance 
was related to participant characteristics measured by the PIF and 
the MBTI and to interactions between these characteristics and ex- 
perimental conditions, such as whether the “sender” for the session 
was a PRL staff member or someone brought by the percipient. 

Interactions with participant characteristics also occurred in the 
computer games data (Berger, Schechter, 8c Honorton, 1986; 

5 See Schechter (1987b) for references to earlier statistical reviews of parapsycho- 
logical research. 

6 The roundtable “Meta-Analysis: Integrating Results Across Studies” is summa- 
rized in White and Solfvin (1985), pp. 112-118. Participants included Irvin Child, 
Chuck Honorton, Ray Hyman, John Palmer, and Ephraim Schechter (chair). 
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Schechter, Honorton, Barker, & Varvoglis, 1984). In PRL Annual 
Reports, Pat and I regularly summarized the PIF and MBTI data 
for all participants, including otherwise unpublished analyses such 
as factors related to belief in psi (Psychophysical Research Labora- 
tories, 1986, pp. 119-130). An early summary of PRL participant 
characteristics was reported at a meeting of the Southeastern Re- 
gional Parapsychological Association (Barker 8c Schechter, 1983, see 
pp. 62-63). Later, as other labs began to use both the PIF and the 
MBTI, a SERPA panel reported on similarities and differences be- 
tween PRL and Institute for Parapsychology participants (Barker et 
al., 1985, see pp. 263-264). 

Meanwhile, RNG and computer-game development continued. 
Dick Bierman, of the Research Institute for Parapsychology and 
Physics (RIPP) in Amsterdam spent a month at PRL as Visiting Sci- 
entist in 1983. As a result, Rick began comparing the performance 
of RIPP’s RNG design with Ed May’s RNGs that we had been using. 
After extensive testing, and further consultation with Robert Che- 
vako of the electronics engineering firm NWS Associates, PRL 
adopted a modified version of the RIPP design. 

Rick also refined the “Psi Invaders” and “Volition” programs, 
and began a series of studies later completed at Science Unlimited 
Research Foundation (SURF) in San Antonio, Texas (Berger, 
1988a, 1988b). Mario began developing a sophisticated video-feed- 
back game we called “PK Dancers,” in which the strong RNG scores 
moved an animated image through a series of dance moves. Plans 
for this game, never completed at PRL, included personalizing the 
dance image with a computerized portrait of the participant’s face. 
I designed the ESP game “Dowser,” which reached the preliminary 
data-gathering stage but also never became a formal study. Chuck 
began work on ESPerciser®, a four-choice ESP test later used in ex- 
periments with high-scoring participant Malcolm Bessent (Honor- 
ton, 1987). 

“Volition” and “Psi Invaders” also became part of the PsiLab II® 
package for computerized psi testing (Berger 8c Honorton, 1985). 
PsiLab II® included the two computer-game PK tests and their “Se- 
ries Manager” and utility software, a PRL/RIPP RNG, the RNG- 
evaluation software that Don had developed, and a manual written 
by Rick, Don, and me. In 1986, PsiLab II® packages were in 17 dif- 
ferent laboratories. Software for preliminary versions of ESPerciser® 
and “Dowser” were included in some later packages. Several labo- 
ratories also purchased the PsiLab II® MBTI module which included 
software for computerized administration, a user’s manual, and a 
licensing fee to the test’s publisher. 
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PRL research during these years attracted some national public- 
ity beyond the parapsychological community. Material for an ABC- 
TV Nightline segment on parapsychological research was filmed 
early in 1984. Science writer Dan Cohen published a book about 
laboratory research in psi featuring PRL ganzfeld and computer- 
game research, for junior high school readers (Cohen, 1986). 

New ganzfeld experiments were added to the “first timers” series 
after 1983. One compared percipients’ performance with static (still 
pictures) and dynamic (movie and television clips) targets. Another 
focused on percipients who had done particularly well in their initial 
session. In a third series, a variation on the “first timers” protocol 
let percipients choose not to have a “sender” (only two selected this 
option). Data from these, as well as the regular “first timers” series, 
are summarized in Honorton et al. (1990). In addition, Rick began 
a series in which both the experimenter and the percipient indepen- 
dendy judged the targets, but this series was never completed. 

Other incomplete studies included a series of experiments re- 
lated to William Braud’s “allobiofeedback” research at Mind Science 
Foundation (MSF) in San Antonio (Braud & Schlitz, 1983). These 
studies used human psychophysiological reactions such as the gal- 
vanic skin response (GSR) as the target in a PK-testing protocol. 
After a visit to MSF in 1983, and working with consultant Robert 
Edelberg, a leading GSR researcher at Rutgers University Medical 
School, we began the necessary instrumentation but never brought 
the project far enough to collect data. In another project, David 
Saunders, a statistician in the Princeton area, used the Gittinger Per- 
sonality Assessment System (Winne & Gittinger, 1973) to evaluate 
selected PRL participants. Half of these participants had scored well 
in PRL studies and the other half had scored poorly, and David was 
not to know the scoring patterns until he finished his evaluation. 
Some PAS data were collected, but this was never finished as a PRL 
project. 

By the fall of 1986, most of the original research staff were 
gone. Nancy left early in 1983 and completed her dissertation re- 
search using American Society for Psychical Research facilities. Rick, 
Mario, and Pat all left in 1985. Rick became Research Associate at 
SURF. Mario and Christine Hardy, PRL Visiting Scientist during 
1985, married and moved to France where they continued their 
parapsychological work. Pat and her husband moved to Colorado. 
My wife and I left in 1986, also for Colorado. 

Meanwhile, Marta Quant and George Hansen became PRL re- 
searchers. Marta worked primarily as a ganzfeld experimenter. 
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George, with a background of parapsychological research and writ- 
ing at the Institute for Parapsychology, participated in ganzfeld and 
computer-game research and programming and began a series of 
Monte Carlo simulations to evaluate some of the statistical methods 
used in the research (Hansen, 1986, 1987a, 1987b; Hansen 8c Utts, 
1987). He continued his writing on parapsychology’s association 
with conjuring and criticism (Hansen, 1985, 1988, 1990). 

The visiting scientists during 1985 and 1986 focused mainly on 
their own projects. Christine took time off from her doctoral studies 
at the Sorbonne to concentrate on computer programs adapting 
some traditional prediction methods as psi tests. Zoltan Vassy, visit- 
ing from Hungary for a year, continued his previous research on 
the effects of sequence complexity in ESP tests with pseudorandom 
number sequences (Vassy, 1986). Alianna Maren applied her expe- 
rience in pattern recognition research to analyzing ganzfeld perci- 
pients’ mentation for complex matches to the ESP target (Maren, 
1987). None of these projects became part of ongoing PRL research 
protocols or analyses. 

In the last few years, between 1987 and 1989, PRL research be- 
came even more explicitly projects that were Chuck’s, with assistance 
from the remaining members of the research staff. George and 
Marta served as experimenters, and George maintained equipment 
and software and worked on Monte Carlo projects. When Marta 
left, Dianne Ferrari, who had been a Rider College student intern 
at PRL for a term, joined the research staff half-time. 

Meta-analytic reviews were a primary focus. In one review, 
Chuck reexamined all of the PRL ganzfeld studies and compared 
them with the earlier ganzfeld research he had reviewed for the Hy- 
man-Honorton debate (Honorton et al., 1990). Some relationships 
between experimental conditions and psi-test performance were 
present in both the PRL and non-PRL work (Broughton, Kantha- 
mani, 8c Khilji, 1990; Honorton, 1992). 

Other meta-analyses covered a wider range of experimental pro- 
cedures. With Dianne’s help, Chuck reviewed and statistically eval- 
uated the forced-choice precognition research since 1935 (Honorton 
& Ferrari, 1989); with Cornell University psychologist Daryl Bern, 
they examined studies of extraversion and performance in ESP tests 
(Honorton, Ferrari, 8c Bern, 1992). 

The few new experiments used existing ganzfeld and computer- 
game procedures with special participants. One was the ESPerciser ® 
series with Malcolm Bessent, an outstanding participant and long- 
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time friend (Honorton, 1987). Visiting scientist Marilyn Schlitz, then 
at Mind Science Foundation, helped to obtain participants and to 
design a ganzfeld series with students from the Juilliard School of 
Performing Arts in New York (Schlitz & Honorton, 1992). Marilyn 
served as experimenter for some sessions and as “sender” for oth- 
ers. 

Encounters with parapsychology’s critics continued. In 1986, 
Chuck participated in a workshop on the quality and potential of 
parapsychological research, sponsored by the Office of Technology 
Assessment of the United States Congress (International Security 
and Commerce Program, 1988). Other participants were James Al- 
cock, Daryl Bern, Ray Hyman, Robert Jahn, John Palmer, Ted 
Rockwell, Marcello Truzzi, and Jessica Utts. Around the same time, 
Chuck, John, and Jessica wrote the Parapsychological Association’s 
official reply to the National Research Council’s highly critical re- 
port on parapsychological research (Palmer, Honorton, & Utts, 
1989). 

By 1989, there were no new McDonnell-based funds. Chuck ran 
the lab on the money that was left in the PRL account and some 
additional, smaller grants from the Fetzer Foundation, the ASPR, 
and the Parapsychology Foundation. In October the lab closed. 
Chuck gave the large sound isolation chamber used in the ganzfeld 
studies to the Fetzer Foundation; the computer-controlled audiovis- 
ual equipment went to the Institute for Parapsychology in Durham, 
NC. Dianne left the field. George worked as a consulting engineer, 
continued writing about conjuring, criticism, and parapsychology, 
and began some spontaneous case research (Maher & Hansen, 
1992). 

Chuck took the PRL archives and some of the computer equip- 
ment to his home, where he continued to analyze data and write. 
He reported the extraversion meta-analysis and collaborated with 
Marilyn on the “Juillard-student” ganzfeld report. In the fall of 
1991, Chuck left New Jersey for Edinburgh, Scotland, and the PhD 
program at the University of Edinburgh. 

PRL was a combination of people and projects. So is its legacy. 
Chuck’s vision and forcefulness attracted people to work with him 
on his projects and incorporate the energy and shared information 
as they pursued their own. The intense focus on his own vision led 
some to leave so they could take that common core in their own 
directions, and others to prefer tapping into it by occasional collab- 
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oration. Many who were never formally involved in PRL research 
have responded to its quality and scope by adapting methods and 
approaches for their own work. It is interesting to watch the effects 
of contact with PRL, and with Chuck, during the PRL years as they 
continue to develop. 
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THE LAST DAYS IN EDINBURGH 

By Robert L. Morris 


To understand Chuck Honorton’s circumstances at Edinburgh, 
we should go back a few years. Chuck and I first met in 1964 at the 
Summer Study Program of the Parapsychology Laboratory, located 
then in the West Duke Building of the east Duke campus. Those 
were exciting days, when Rex Stanford, John Palmer, Jim Carpen- 
ter, Dave Rogers, and others would come to Durham during the 
summer months to train in parapsychology and conduct various re- 
search projects. At the time we met, Chuck had just finished high 
school, yet already had a refereed publication in the Journal of Para- 
psychology. We all became friends, and the time together in those hu- 
mid Carolina summers was very important to us. 

To hold us together during the rest of the year, we arranged to 
put out The Psi Worker’s Newsletter, a little publication which I edited, 
since I was the only one who remained in Durham (I was a Duke 
graduate student then). We all contributed to the Newsletter, and it 
provided a way for us to keep in touch with what we were all doing 
and with the main activities of the Parapsychology Laboratory as it 
worked through its transition to becoming the Foundation for Re- 
search on the Nature of Man. For better or for worse, the contrast 
between the research activities in North Carolina and the slow grind 
of an undergraduate education at the University of Minnesota 
proved too much for Chuck. Half way through his sophomore year 
he moved south with his wife, Lori, and baby, Joey (named after 
Joseph Rhine), to become a full-time researcher at the FRNM. 
Chuck and my wife, Joanna, were already good friends, and our 
two families spent much happy time together. Chuck and I shared 
an office, which gave us many opportunities for the sort of intense 
discussion in which he specialized. 

Some of his most productive work was done in those days, and 
life was good. Joanna had joined the FRNM staff as an assistant ed- 
itor, and Rex Stanford came to work with us full time. Unfortu- 
nately, as often happens when things go very well, interpersonal 
tensions arose, and life in Durham turned sour. Chuck, Joanna, and 
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I left the FRNM, and Rex followed shortly after. I stayed in the area 
finishing my doctorate at Duke and started to work with William 
Roll at the Psychical Research Foundation. Thanks in part to Bill’s 
efforts, Chuck was hired by Montague Ullman at the Maimonides 
Medical Center in Brooklyn. Monte, like Rhine, valued research ex- 
pertise more than formal degree qualifications and recognized a 
gem when he saw it. 

We kept in contact with Chuck in the following years, and the 
three of us remained strong friends. We were most saddened by the 
Honortons’ divorce but very pleased when his son returned as a 
young teenager to live with him. When we were together, Joanna 
and I would encourage Chuck to go back to school to finish his ed- 
ucation. It was obvious that he was occasionally the victim of a kind 
of artificial snobbery because of his lack of formal academic quali- 
fications. He was proud of what he had accomplished on his own 
merits, however, and each little snub made him more resolved not 
to play the academic game. Eventually, he was funded by James 
McDonnell, of the McDonnell-Douglas Corporation, who also val- 
ued competence over credentials, and was invited to head his own 
laboratory, the Psychophysical Research Laboratories. It was clear 
by then that Chuck had made his point, and we did not again bring 
up the issue of his education. 

Chuck’s Days at Edinburgh 

As has been chronicled elsewhere, funding for the PRL did dry 
up as an eventual consequence of the unexpected death of Mr. 
McDonnell. This left Chuck without a full-time job, although he was 
able to piece together support from various sources to continue his 
involvement with the field. In the summer of 1990 we invited Chuck 
to spend a month with us in Edinburgh, to stay in the “granny flat” 
that adjoined our house. He was happy to accept, much to the de- 
light of all concerned, and he fit right in with our own small re- 
search group, some of whom he already knew. Carl Sargent even 
made a special trip up to see him, and they had a great time com- 
paring notes on their various earlier studies, many of which had ov- 
erlapped considerably in theme and method. Ed May, another old 
friend, also visited at that time with his family. 

When I said goodbye to Chuck at the airport, I commented that 
both Joanna and I had been impressed that he had blended in so 
well, both with our group and with us as a family. Shortly afterward, 
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we began exploring the possibility of his joining us full time, to do 
research and acquire his PhD degree. The University of Edinburgh 
had no insistence upon undergraduate credentials as a prerequisite 
for the doctorate and, although he had to be considered as a special 
case, our Faculty Postgraduate Committee agreed that his research 
credentials were impressive and he was offered a place without dif- 
ficulty. Chuck was able to acquire funding from the Parapsychology 
Foundation and the American Society for Psychical Research; our 
unit paid for his tuition, and we found additional funds to help us 
redo our research space so that automated ganzfeld research could 
be done. He joined us in mid- 1991 to begin a new phase in his life, 
living with us and working in the Psychology Department full time 
on parapsychology, without the intrusion of administrative obliga- 
tions and hassles. 

The entire process of redoing our facility to meet the require- 
ments of good auto-ganzfeld work proceeded slowly, unbearably so 
at times. Chuck busied himself doing meta-analyses (e.g., the role of 
the sender in ganzfeld studies), writing other papers such as one for 
the Italian CICAP Journal, and giving public talks on his research. 
He presented his work to our Psychology Department, and it was 
very well received. Colleagues were impressed with the rigor of his 
research and the care with which he treated his data. He made 
many friends among students, the teaching and research staff, tech- 
nicians, and secretarial and administrative staff at all levels through- 
out the Department. They treated him naturally, without implying 
that his work or his presence in the Department was in any way 
strange or inappropriate. 

In the months spent with us, Chuck’s health and appearance 
steadily improved. He lost weight and became more active, reaching 
the point where his cane was needed only for long walks or special 
circumstances. 

Perhaps his crowning moments came when he gave a set of talks, 
one for the Society for Psychical Research in London and another 
for the Cavendish Laboratory at Cambridge, the latter at the invi- 
tation of Nobel Laureate Brian Josephson. At these talks his work 
was placed under close scrutiny and survived intact, with only minor 
issues remaining to be resolved. 

And then, one terrible morning in November of 1992, his heart 
gave out and he died. 
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Chuck’s Hopes for the Future 

In the few days before his death, the future was already well 
upon Chuck. So much of his effort was oriented toward gaining ac- 
ceptance of the ganzfeld research in particular and parapsychology 
in general; and he could see that happening, tangibly, in Edinburgh 
and elsewhere, in no small part thanks to his own efforts. 

Chuck always disliked the sort of unfair and sloppy criticism to 
which the field is so often subjected. He was delighted, therefore, 
when he, along with Sue Blackmore, was asked by the Italian skept- 
ical society, CICAP, to prepare an article offering critical commen- 
tary on papers submitted to their journal for an issue devoted to 
parapsychology and its prospects for the future. It gave him the op- 
portunity to point out how criticism of serious parapsychology was 
starting to flounder, unable or at least unwilling to deal effectively 
with his own work or with the recent meta-analyses. One of his 
strongest hopes for the future was gradually being realized — that 
we be able to distinguish both for ourselves and for the public as a 
whole the difference between legitimate criticism of specific metho- 
dologies and the superficial, rhetoric-ridden pronouncements that 
so often prevailed. He valued the former and despised the latter, as 
befits a former champion debater. 

A companion hope, also increasingly being realized, was that 
parapsychological researchers would focus their efforts on proce- 
dures that are both psi-conducive and theoretically relevant. Only 
then can we do the business of science, of replicating and extending 
each others’ work, and developing a rich understanding of the na- 
ture of psi. 

I think Chuck could see the future becoming the present, in the 
professional and public responses to his work and those of other 
major researchers. He knew that several research centers were tak- 
ing up the ganzfeld work, that meta-analyses were becoming a rou- 
tine aspect of parapsychological evaluation, and that the self-de- 
clared “skeptical” community was gradually being compelled to 
clean up its own act when referring to serious parapsychology. 

This is not to say, of course, that he or anyone else regarded his 
work as perfect. The auto-ganzfeld procedure still needs to be 
sharpened — for instance by the use of duplicate tapes for sending 
and judging and by isolation of the VCR units from the experimen- 
ter, as we are doing now in Edinburgh. Meta-analysis is still a rela- 
tively new technique, and many questions remain regarding its 
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usage and interpretation. Work in both areas will continue to evolve 
conceptually and methodologically. Both represent extremely valu- 
able tools, helping us pass on to more systematic investigation of the 
real issues of the processes of psi, of the nature of experience, and 
the sense of self that drove the original psychical researchers, drove 
Charles Honorton, and will continue to fuel our efforts in the fu- 
ture. 

Chuck knew he was living on borrowed time. He lived longer 
than he expected to. It is up to us now to ensure that he lived long 
enough to pass on a true legacy. 
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HONORTON THE META-ANALYST 

By Jessica Utts 


For anyone who has followed the history of parapsychology, 
there can be no doubt that the use of meta-analysis is an important 
part of that history. One of the principal arguments of the critics 
concerned the apparent lack of repeatable experiments. Meta-ana- 
lytic techniques, along with attention to power and sample sizes, 
have revealed that the problem did not lie with the data; the prob- 
lem was that repeatable was absurdly defined to mean that every ex- 
periment, or at least a large percentage of them, must reach “statis- 
tical significance.” 

Even the early meta-analyses used in parapsychology relied on 
this “vote-counting” method of determining whether replication was 
evident. As more sophisticated uses of meta-analysis were intro- 
duced, however, it became clear that these techniques provided for 
a different definition of the term repeatable, namely, that effect sizes 
remain homogeneous from one similar experiment to another. 

Meta-analytic techniques brought other welcome additions to in- 
vestigating parapsychological data. First, they allowed for quantita- 
tive testing of the alleged problem that the more flawed experiments 
were the ones most likely to produce statistical significance. Second, 
they permitted the comparison of conditions both within and across 
experiments. Third, they provided a means by which power calcu- 
lations could become an important part of designing a new experi- 
ment. 

Certainly there were quantitative reviews of broad areas of para- 
psychology before the introduction of meta-analysis (see Schechter, 
1987, for some references); but the widespread acceptance of meta- 
analysis as a way to consider controversial claims in medicine and 
the social sciences has made it ideal for examining claims in para- 
psychology as well. 

Charles Honorton was one of the first to recognize the potential 
value of meta-analysis for parapsychologists. He continued to ad- 
vocate the reporting of effect sizes and other information that 
would simplify the work of future meta-analysts. He was the first to 
publish a nominal meta-analysis in parapsychology (Honorton, 
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1985a), and he went on to publish several more. His sophistication 
in the use of meta-analytic techniques grew steadily over the years, 
and the way he wove them together with his other work provides 
valuable lessons for future researchers. We now turn to the history 
and magnitude of Chuck’s contributions to the interface of parapsy- 
chology and meta-analysis. 


History 


In the second half of 1982, ten years before his death, two series 
of events converged in a way that would change the rest of Chuck’s 
research career and the history of parapsychology itself. The first of 
these was that he and psychologist Ray Hyman had exchanged the 
first round of their now-famous debate (resulting in: Honorton, 
1985a; Hyman, 1985a; and Hyman 8c Honorton, 1986) at the an- 
nual meeting of the Parapsychological Association, held in Cam- 
bridge, England, in August. Much of the debate centered around 
the question of whether any conclusions could be drawn from the 
existing body of ganzfeld studies. Hyman’s approach to the database 
centered on identifying methodological flaws that he believed ne- 
gated any statistically significant findings. 

The second series of events started when Chuck and colleague 
Ephraim Schechter read a review by Karlis Osis (1982) describing a 
newly published book on meta-analysis by Glass, McGaw, and Smith 
(1981). Upon reading the book; they immediately realized that this 
new field of meta-analysis had relevance to parapsychology. In light 
of the status of the debate with Hyman, you can imagine Chuck’s 
reaction when he read the following passage, which alone is marked 
in the margin of his copy of the book: 

Respect for parsimony and good sense demands an acceptance of the 
notion that imperfect studies can converge on a true conclusion. An im- 
portant part of every meta-analysis with which we have been associated 
has been the recording of methodological weaknesses in the original 
studies and the examination of their covariance on study findings. Thus, 
the influence of “study quality” on findings has been regarded as an 
empirical a posteriori question, not an a priori matter of opinion or 
judgment used in excluding large numbers of studies from considera- 
tion. (p. 222) 

The emerging importance of meta-analysis in Chuck’s research 
and thinking is evident from the progression of space devoted to its 
description in the annual reports of the Psychophysical Research 
Laboratories (PRL). By the time the 1982 report was written, crude 
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steps had already been taken toward the meta-analysis that Honor- 
ton eventually published (1985a). The 1982 annual report spent one 
paragraph explaining what meta-analysis does and included descrip- 
tions of that meta-analysis, as well as the one eventually published 
by Schechter (1984) on hypnosis. The focus of both of these anal- 
yses was “vote-counting,” that is, comparing significant with nonsig- 
nificant studies. 

In contrast, the 1983 annual report of PRL devoted 10 pages to 
a general description of meta-analysis. These were followed by an 
additional 15 pages presenting more comprehensive results for the 
two areas of studies discussed in the 1982 report (ganzfeld and hyp- 
nosis). It is in this report that one begins to see Chuck’s commitment 
to this emerging field, as we read: “Our feeling that the parapsy- 
chological research enterprise can benefit from meta-analysis is suf- 
ficiently strong that we are actively promoting the research” (p. 97). 

Indeed, he did promote the research. On November 17, 1984, 
PRL hosted a one-day conference on meta-analysis, featuring Har- 
vard psychologist Robert Rosenthal, one of the early proponents of 
meta-analysis, as the guest speaker. The conference was attended by 
five members of the PRL staff, as well as 12 other researchers, and 
is briefly summarized in the 1984 PRL annual report (section 5.0, 
pp. 96-97). In addition, PRL staff member Ephraim Schechter 
(1985b) organized a roundtable discussion at the 1984 Annual Con- 
vention of the Parapsychological Association, entitled “Meta-Analy- 
sis: Integrating Results Across Studies.” Joining Schechter (1985b) 
and Honorton (1985b) as participants were Ray Hyman (1985b), 
John Palmer (1985), and Irvin Child (1985). The roundtable discus- 
sion was prefaced by the participants’ prepared remarks, some of 
which will be examined in the next section of this paper. 

During the next eight years, Chuck’s sophistication with the use 
of meta-analytic techniques grew steadily. He collaborated with oth- 
ers to produce a few meta-analytic reviews (Honorton 8c Ferrari, 
1989; Honorton et al., 1990; Honorton, Ferrari, & Bern, 1992), and 
his research reports all included effect sizes as well as sufficient de- 
tails to be useful to future meta-analysts. He encouraged others to 
do the same. Let us now turn to a more in-depth study of this grow- 
ing sophistication. 

From Vote-Counter to Statistical Sophisticate 

Chuck’s use of meta-analysis in his research progressed through 
four stages, each identified by the use to which he put the analysis 
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methods. He started with simple vote-counting, then progressed to 
the idea that meta-analysis could be used to identify flaws and cor- 
relate them with study outcome, thus helping to design better ex- 
periments for the future. The next stage was the realization that 
effect sizes could be estimated and used to plan future experiments 
by calculating power. In the final stage (e.g., Honorton et al., 1990), 
Chuck was performing a multifaceted analysis in which effect sizes 
were measured, tested for homogeneity, and compared across con- 
ditions to suggest more completely how to design future experi- 
ments for optimal results. 

Chuck was actually performing meta-analysis in the form of 
vote-counting before the term had even been introduced (Honor- 
ton, 1977), and his first round of analysis of the ganzfeld data used 
this same technique. Vote-counting is the simple procedure of 
counting how many of a given group of studies achieve statistical 
significance at some prespecified level, usually .05. It has been 
shown that this procedure is actually more and more likely to lead 
one to the wrong conclusion as the number of studies increases 
(Hedges 8c Olkin, 1985). As late as 1989, in the meta-analysis with 
Ferrari (Honorton 8c Ferrari, 1989) vote-counting was still included 
as one of several measures examined, but the credence given to the 
procedure was so reduced over the years that it does not appear at 
all in the 1990 paper by Honorton et al. 

The next stage incorporated the idea that meta-analysis could be 
used to identify and summarize flaws in previous studies so that in- 
formation could be gained for designing better studies. As men- 
tioned above, Chuck was first made aware of meta-analysis when he 
was in the middle of the debate with Hyman over the ganzfeld da- 
tabase. Because the focus of the debate was study quality and its 
relation to study outcome, it is not surprising that both Chuck and 
Ray Hyman picked up on that aspect of meta-analysis as being rel- 
evant to parapsychology. The degree to which their thinking was 
similar, and to which it presaged their joint communique (Hyman 
8c Honorton, 1986) can be seen from their separate remarks at the 
1984 roundtable on meta-analysis (Schechter, 1985b). They were 
both arguing that meta-analysis could be used to design better stud- 
ies, which could then be used to confirm or reject the existence of 
the phenomena: 


As applied to the search for psi, for example, no amount of meta-analy- 
sis, no matter how well-conceived, can serve as proof for the existence 
or nonexistence of psi or for patterns of correlation with psi. Like any 
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other output of exploratory search, the findings, at best, can serve to 
guide the design and conduct of experiments that will carry confirma- 
tory weight. (Hyman, 1985b, p. 115) 

By coding study procedures, meta-analysis helps define and clarify im- 
portant methodological issues — Once these initial steps have been 
taken, researchers and critics may be able to agree upon explicit criteria 
for the design and evaluation of new sets of studies which will enable 
sound conclusions to be drawn. The development of such criteria is, I 
believe, a necessary prerequisite for resolution of the controversy over 
the occurrence of psi phenomena. (Honorton, 1985b, p. 1 16) 

The major change that occurred in the quantitative assessment 
of groups of studies as a result of the formal introduction of meta- 
analysis into parapsychology was the change in focus from vote- 
counting to measuring effect sizes. Unlike a significance level, the 
magnitude of an effect size does not depend on the sample size. 
Consequently, it is far better to define replication in terms of similar 
effect sizes than in terms of the number of “statistically significant” 
experiments. 

The shift in Chuck’s thinking along these lines can be seen by 
comparing the ganzfeld meta-analyses presented in the 1982 and 
1983 PRL annual reports. In the 1982 report we read: “Meta-analy- 
sis techniques were used to compare statistically significant and non- 
significant studies to assess the effects of potential artifacts” (section 
III, p. 2). By 1983, however, the PRL annual report addressed the 
problems with vote-counting: 

Last year, we presented a meta-analytic review of psi ganzfeld research 

using the “vote counting” method The vote counting method has 

low statistical power since it is based on dichotomized rather than con- 
tinuous scores. For this reason, we present here analysis using a more 
powerful measure, the binomial z-score for direct hits, (section 4, p. 83) 

The use of z scores for direct hits still carries the problem of 
being affected by the number of trials in each experiment, but the 
shift away from significance levels was a step in the right direction. 
The final step, that of using effect sizes like Cohen’s h, was undoubt- 
edly a result of Chuck’s interactions with Robert Rosenthal. Rosen- 
thal’s (1986) commentary on the ganzfeld debate was based almost 
exclusively on analyzing these effect sizes. In any case, all of Chuck’s 
meta-analyses subsequent to the ganzfeld debate relied on effect 
sizes as the primary measures of interest. 

The final maturation in Chuck’s use and understanding of meta- 
analysis can be seen in his treatment of the autoganzfeld database. 
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The paper by Honorton et al. (1990) is technically not a standard 
meta-analysis because all of the experiments were performed in the 
same laboratory and no literature search was necessary. Neverthe- 
less, the treatment of the data is a good example of how meta-analy- 
sis can be used to evaluate a group of experiments, and it illustrates 
the level of statistical sophistication Chuck had attained by that time. 

In keeping with Chuck’s spirit of educating the parapsychologi- 
cal community on meta-analysis, I will briefly review the attractive 
highlights of the work presented in that paper. The first good fea- 
ture is that all procedures used in the laboratory and in the exper- 
iments are described in painstaking detail. This does not contribute 
to the meta-analysis of the data, but is necessary in all scientific re- 
ports if they are to be used for future meta-analyses. We cannot 
guess what aspect of an experiment might be important to some fu- 
ture analyst, so it is critical to include all possible details when re- 
porting experimental work. 

Turning to the numerical analyses, the main advancement over 
previous reviews is that this one does not focus at all on significance 
levels for individual studies. Instead, effect sizes are reported, along 
with confidence intervals for them. When z scores are reported, the 
focus is not on “significance,” but rather on whether they were con- 
sistently in the predicted direction. 

A further level of sophistication is an examination of the hom- 
ogeneity of effect sizes. This is done with a chi-squared test, and the 
results should be used as a guideline for whether different experi- 
menters and/or studies are getting similar results in terms of effect 
sizes. 

Finally, this paper shows how the autoganzfeld work provided a 
reasonable replication of the effect sizes estimated in the earlier 
ganzfeld meta-analysis. It is this completion of the exploratory/con- 
firmatory progression that illustrates one of the most useful appli- 
cations of meta-analysis to parapsychology, and I suspect Chuck rec- 
ognized that potential long before it became clear to most of us. 

Scientific Progress 

Although Chuck ventured into other psi regimes to perform 
meta-analyses, I believe the intertwining of the ganzfeld work with 
meta-analysis is an exemplary illustration of how science should pro- 
ceed, and one of which he was most proud. Perhaps it is too early 
to know the ultimate impact of Chuck’s contributions, but I believe 
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he could rest easier knowing that the story was soon to be told in 
the Psychological Bulletin (Bern & Honorton, in press) and would thus 
reach a wide audience. 

The general progression for which that story is such a superb 
illustration begins when someone, Chuck in this case, forms a the- 
ory, on the basis of previous related work, that a certain kind of 
experiment might succeed. In this case. Chuck noticed that atten- 
tion to internal states was important in gaining information through 
psi and was thus led to the ganzfeld procedure (see Honorton, 
1977). The next step in our ideal progression is that the initial ex- 
periment is successful enough that others might try to replicate, or 
more likely, improve it. 

Ideally, and as happened with the ganzfeld, this initial phase of 
investigation includes experiments by people in different laborato- 
ries but using similar enough procedures so that the results can be 
used in a comprehensive review. The introduction of meta-analysis 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s provided the quantitative machin- 
ery necessary for a review that could most constructively lead to the 
next step. 

It should be noted that Hyman was correct in stating that a 
meta-analysis of the type initially conducted on the ganzfeld data 
base is “Exploratory Data Analysis . . . [and] we should not confuse 
the outcomes of such explorations with Confirmatory Data Analysis 
(1985b, p. 115).” However, the results of such analyses are exactly 
what are needed to plan the confirmatory studies, and that is pre- 
cisely what happened in this case. 

The debate and subsequent papers connected with the initial 
ganzfeld meta-analysis were useful in two ways. First, the analyses 
of flaws led Hyman and Honorton (1986) to provide explicit rules 
that a proper confirmatory study should follow — rules that were fol- 
lowed in the autoganzfeld work. Second, they provided effect-size 
measures that, if matched in a confirmation, would indicate the 
presence of a repeatable effect. The most useful of the papers in 
this regard was the contribution by Rosenthal (1986) in which he 
analyzed the database for its effect size by Cohen’s h, and made an 
adjustment for the flaws that had been identified. 

Continuing with our ideal progression, once flaws and effect 
sizes have been identified, new studies can be planned to avoid those 
flaws and to try to confirm the size of the effects. The autoganzfeld 
studies were designed to meet those goals, and seem to have suc- 
cessfully done so. Certainly they have yet to be found flawed in any 
way, and the overall effect sizes are just what were predicted from 
the earlier exploratory meta-analysis. 
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There remains one more step in our ideal scenario, one that was 
identified by Hyman (1991) in his reply to my earlier description of 
this work (Utts, 1991): 

Honorton’s experiments have produced intriguing results. If, as Utts 
suggests, independent laboratories can produce similar results with the 
same relationships and with the same attention to rigorous methodol- 
ogy, then parapsychology may indeed have finally captured its elusive 
quarry. (Hyman, 1991, p. 392) 


Work In Progress 

When Chuck died he was working on two projects related to 
meta-analysis, which he unfortunately did not see to their conclu- 
sion. The first was a new meta-analysis on the impact of sender ver- 
sus no sender in the ganzfeld. To illustrate the care required to 
properly perform a meta-analysis, Figure 1 shows the coding sheet 
used to record the results of each study. Preliminary results from 
this meta-analysis indicated slightly higher effect sizes in studies for 
which senders were used, but the results were not conclusive (Hon- 
orton, 1992). 

The second project Chuck had planned was one he had dis- 
cussed with me and with others. It was a book summarizing the role 
and use of meta-analysis in parapsychology, and he referred to it as 
his “ESP-60.” At the time of his death, he had prepared an outline 
with the working title “Parapsychology: A Meta-Analytic Perspec- 
tive.” He had planned five sections, consisting mainly of previously 
published work. Of the 18 chapters, only two were to be newly writ- 
ten, both by him. One was to be titled “Meta- Analysis and Tradi- 
tional Objections to Parapsychological Evidence,” and the other, to 
be the final chapter, was titled “Future Directions.” This last was to 
be the only chapter of Section V, “Summing Up.” 

Sadly, we will never have the wisdom of Chuck’s version of “Fu- 
ture Directions”; but it is up to the rest of us to ensure that the 
paths he showed by example are used to lead the science he loved 
into a brilliant future. 
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THE GANZFELD EXPERIMENT 

By Daryl J. Bem 


Charles Honorton had three overriding scientific goals: under- 
standing psi, providing parapsychology with a “recipe for replica- 
tion,” and winning mainstream acceptance for parapsychology. His 
chosen vehicle was the ganzfeld experiment. It is the jewel in the 
crown of Chuck Honorton’s work and, arguably, the jewel in the 
crown of contemporary parapsychology itself. 

In this article, I summarize the history of Chuck’s ganzfeld work 
and then describe in more personal terms our collaborative efforts 
to bring it to the attention of mainstream psychology. 

The Ganzfeld Procedure 

Chuck left college in 1966 to work with J. B. Rhine at the Insti- 
tute for Parapsychology in Durham. By that time, a number of 
parapsychologists were already searching for alternative laboratory 
procedures that would more faithfully reflect the circumstances that 
seemed to characterize reported instances of psi in everyday life. 

Historically, psi has often been associated with meditation, hyp- 
nosis, dreaming, and other naturally occurring or deliberately in- 
duced altered states of consciousness. For example, the view that psi 
phenomena can occur during meditation is expressed in most clas- 
sical texts on meditative techniques; the belief that hypnosis is a psi- 
conducive state dates all the way back to the days of early mesmer- 
ism (Dingwall, 1968); and cross-cultural surveys indicate that most 
reported “real-life” psi experiences are mediated through dreams 
(Green, 1960; Prasad & Stevenson, 1968; Rhine, 1962; Sannwald, 
1959). 

There is now experimental evidence consistent with these ane- 
cedotal observations: Several studies show that meditation facilitates 
psi performance (Honorton, 1977); a meta-analysis of experiments 
on hypnosis and psi suggests that hypnotic induction might also fa- 
cilitate psi performance (Schechter, 1984); and the experiments con- 
ducted during the 1960s at Maimonides Medical Center in New 
York provided evidence for dream-mediated psi (Child, 1985; Ull- 
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man, Krippner, 8c Vaughan, 1973). (Honorton played an important 
role in these studies and subsequently served as Director of Re- 
search for the Maimonides laboratory from 1974 to 1979.) 

These several lines of evidence converged to suggest a working 
model of psi in which psi-mediated information is conceptualized as 
a weak signal that is normally masked by internal somatic and ex- 
ternal sensory “noise.” By reducing ordinary sensory input, these 
diverse psi-conducive states are presumed to raise the signal-to-noise 
ratio, thereby enhancing a person’s ability to detect the psi-mediated 
information (Honorton, 1969, 1977). To test the hypothesis that a 
reduction of sensory input itself facilitates psi performance, Chuck 
and others turned to the ganzfeld procedure (Braud, Wood, 8c 
Braud, 1975; Honorton 8c Harper, 1974; Parker, 1975), a proce- 
dure originally introduced into experimental psychology during the 
1930s to test propositions derived from Gestalt theory (Avant, 1965; 
Metzger, 1930). 

Like the Maimonides dream studies, the psi ganzfeld procedure 
has most often been used to test for telepathic communication be- 
tween a sender and a receiver. The receiver is placed in a reclining 
chair in an acoustically isolated room. Translucent ping-pong ball 
halves are taped over the eyes, and headphones are placed over the 
ears; a red floodlight directed toward the eyes produces an undif- 
ferentiated visual field, and white noise played through the head- 
phones produces an analogous auditory field. It is this homogene- 
ous perceptual environment that is called the Ganzfeld (“total field”). 
To reduce internal somatic “noise,” the receiver typically also under- 
goes a series of progressive relaxation exercises at the beginning of 
the ganzfeld period. 

The sender is sequestered in a separate acoustically isolated 
room, and a visual stimulus (art print, photograph, or brief video- 
taped sequence) is randomly selected from a large pool of such stim- 
uli to serve as the target for the session. While the sender concen- 
trates on the target, the receiver provides a continuous verbal report 
of his or her ongoing imagery and mentation, usually for about 30 
minutes. At the completion of the ganzfeld period, the receiver is 
presented with several stimuli (usually four) and, without knowing 
which stimulus was the target, is asked to rate the degree to which 
each matches the imagery and mentation experienced during the 
ganzfeld period. If the receiver assigns the highest rating to the tar- 
get stimulus, it is scored as a “hit.” Thus, if the experiment employs 
judging pools containing four stimuli (the target and three “decoys” 
or control stimuli), then the hit rate expected by chance is .25. The 
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ratings can also be analyzed in other ways; for example, they can be 
converted to ranks or standardized scores within each set and ana- 
lyzed parametrically across sessions. The similarity ratings can also 
be made by outside judges using transcripts of the receiver’s men- 
tation report. 

The Debate Over the Ganzfeld Database 

In 1985 and 1986, the Journal of Parapsychology devoted two en- 
tire issues to a critical examination of the ganzfeld database, which 
at the time contained 42 studies, including five of Chuck’s. The 
1985 issue comprised a meta-analysis and critique of the studies by 
Ray Hyman (1985) — a cognitive psychologist and skeptical critic of 
parapsychological research — and a competing meta-analysis and re- 
joinder by Chuck (Honorton, 1985). The 1986 issue contained four 
commentaries on the Hyman-Honorton exchange, a joint commu- 
nique by Hyman and Honorton (1986), and six additional commen- 
taries on the joint communique itself. 

Although I was already familiar with the ganzfeld procedure, it 
was Chuck’s detailed, data-based response to Hyman’s critique that 
persuaded me to relinquish a large measure of my previous skepti- 
cism and to seriously entertain the possibility that the psi ganzfeld 
effect was genuine. Chuck’s rhetorical skills were considerable, but 
it was his ability to get the data to speak for themselves that carried 
the argument so forcibly. 

For example, Hyman had agonized for several pages over the 
fact that many investigators had performed multiple statistical anal- 
yses on their data without adjusting the significance levels to account 
for multiple tests. In a simple but elegant response, Chuck ignored 
the investigators’ original analyses and applied a uniform test on the 
proportion of direct hits across each of the 28 studies from which 
the hit rate could be extracted. He then added in 10 additional stud- 
ies that had used the relevant judging procedure but had not re- 
ported their hit rates; conservatively, he set the hit rates on these 10 
studies to chance (z = 0). The combined z across all 38 studies was 
5.67 (p = 7.3 x 10 -9 ), thereby ending in a single stroke the debate 
over multiple analyses. 

I also felt that Chuck argued successfully against the charge that 
the nonindependence of studies from the same laboratory, selective 
reporting problems, or methodological flaws vitiated the substantive 
findings or fatally compromised the integrity of the ganzfeld data- 
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base. Moreover, I was impressed by the sheer size of the effect: De- 
pending on just how the studies are combined, the direct hit rate is 
approximately 35% (where 25% is expected by chance). This is 
equivalent to seeing a coin turn up heads 62% of the time, an effect 
size that is almost visible to the naked eye (Bern 8c Honorton, in 
press). 

Apparently Hyman was not as impressed as I was. Nevertheless, 
he agreed with Chuck in their joint communique of 1986 that 

there is an overall significant effect in this data base that cannot reason- 
ably be explained by selective reporting or multiple analysis. We con- 
tinue to differ over the degree to which the effect constitutes evidence 
for psi, but we agree that the final verdict awaits the outcome of future 
experiments conducted by a broader range of investigators and accord- 
ing to more stringent standards. (Hyman & Honorton, 1986, p. 351) 

They then spelled out in detail the “more stringent standards” 
they believed should govern future experiments. These included 
strict security precautions against sensory leakage, testing and doc- 
umentation of randomization methods for selecting targets and se- 
quencing the judging pool, statistical correction for multiple anal- 
yses, advance specification of the status of the experiment (e.g., pilot 
study, confirmatory experiment), and full documentation in the 
published report of the experimental procedures and the status of 
statistical tests (e.g., planned or post hoc). 

The Autoganzfeld Studies 

In 1983, Chuck and his colleagues at his Psychophysical Re- 
search Laboratories in New Jersey initiated a new series of ganzfeld 
studies designed to avoid the methodological problems he and oth- 
ers had identified in earlier studies (Honorton, 1979; Kennedy, 
1979). These studies complied with all the detailed guidelines that 
he and Hyman were to publish later in their joint communique. The 
program continued until September of 1989, when a loss of funding 
forced the laboratory to close. 

The major innovations of the new studies were the computer 
control of the experimental protocol — hence the name “autoganz- 
feld” — and the introduction of videotaped film clips as target stim- 
uli. The automated ganzfeld protocol has been examined over the 
years by several dozen parapsychologists and behavioral researchers 
from other fields, including well-known critics of parapsychology, 
and “mentalists,” magicians who specialize in the simulation of psi. 
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All have expressed satisfaction with the handling of security issues 
and controls. 

The experimental program included three pilot and eight for- 
mal studies. Five of the formal studies employed novice (first-time) 
participants who served as the receiver in one session each. The re- 
maining three formal studies employed experienced participants. 
Altogether 100 men and 140 women participated as receivers in 354 
sessions during the research program. Eight separate experimen- 
ters, including Chuck, conducted the studies. 

The overall hit rate obtained across the autoganzfeld studies was 
approximately 34%, which is nearly identical to the effect size found 
in the meta-analysis of the earlier database and is highly significant 
( p = .0009). The complete results were published in the Journal of 
Parapsychology in 1990 (Honorton et al., 1990) and are summarized 
in Bern and Honorton (in press). 

Among the autoganzfeld participants were 10 male and 10 fe- 
male undergraduates from the Juilliard School in New York City 
who had been recruited specifically to examine within the ganzfeld 
setting the frequently reported relationship between creativity or ar- 
tistic ability and psi performance (Schmeidler, 1988). Eight of these 
students were music majors, 10 were drama majors, and 2 were 
dance majors. Each served as the receiver in a single session. These 
students achieved a hit rate of 50% ( p = .014), one of the five high- 
est hit rates ever reported for a single sample in a ganzfeld study. 
The musicians were particularly successful: Six of the eight (75%) 
successfully identified their targets (p = .004). Further details about 
this sample and their ganzfeld performance are reported in Schlitz 
and Honorton (1992). 

In our summary of these studies, Chuck and I stated that 

we believe that the “stringent standards” requirement has been met by 
the autoganzfeld studies. The results are statistically significant and con- 
sistent with those in the earlier database. The mean effect size is quite 
respectable when compared with other controversial research areas of 
human performance (Harris & Rosenthal, 1988). And, there are reliable 
relationships between successful psi performance and conceptually rel- 
evant experimental and subject variables — relationships that also repli- 
cate previous findings. (Bern & Honorton, in press) 

Hyman has also commented on the autoganzfeld studies: 

Honorton’s experiments have produced intriguing results. If... inde- 
pendent laboratories can produce similar results with the same relation- 
ships and with the same attention to rigorous methodology, then para- 
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psychology may indeed have finally captured its elusive quarry. (1991, 

p. 392) 

Into the Mainstream 

My collaboration with Chuck had its roots in a visit I paid in 
1983 to his New Jersey laboratories, where he had invited me to 
examine the autoganzfeld procedures from the perspective of a re- 
search psychologist, a subject, and a magician. 1 Although I was im- 
pressed with the methodology, it was not until I read the published 
debate three years later that I concluded that there was a body of 
data with sufficient probative value to warrant the attention of the 
wider psychological community. 

Accordingly, in 1988 I prepared a section on psi for the forth- 
coming edition of the introductory psychology textbook that I co- 
author (Atkinson, Atkinson, Smith, & Bern, 1990, 1993), using the 
Hyman-Honorton debate as the vehicle for discussing both the 
ganzfeld experiments and related issues of replication, meta-analy- 
sis, and skepticism. 2 Chuck enthusiastically provided comments on 
the draft and photographs to accompany the textbook discussion. 

During this same period, Chuck began a meta-analysis of studies 
reporting correlations between psi performance and the personality 
trait of extraversion, a correlation that had been replicated in the 
autoganzfeld data. Because I am a personality psychologist, he 
asked me if I would advise him on the interpretation of the corre- 
lation. I agreed, and this became our first joint venture (Honorton, 
Ferrari, & Bern, 1992). These two projects also initiated a regular 
E-mail correspondence between us, a fortuitous turn of events that 
has left me with a detailed written record of our collaboration. 

When Chuck’s laboratory lost its funding in 1989, we began to 
discuss ways in which the ganzfeld work might achieve wider rec- 
ognition. He said that he wanted to write a book on psi and internal 
attention states using a meta-analytic framework. He also suggested 
that we could submit the meta-analysis of the psi-extraversion cor- 
relation to the Psychological Bulletin. I disagreed, believing it to be 

1 1 have performed as a mentalist for many years and am a member of the men- 
talist’s professional organization, the Psychic Entertainers Association. Interestingly, 
so is Hyman. Apparently, knowing how to fake psi is not predictive of one’s beliefs 
concerning the real thing. 

2 A recent survey of 64 introductory psychology textbooks found that very few of 
them discuss contemporary psi research; our text is the only one that even mentions 
the ganzfeld experiments (Roig, Icochea, & Cuzzucoli, 1991). 
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too narrow a topic. I suggested that we aim instead for a Psycholog- 
ical Bulletin article that would provide a grander synthesis of the 
ganzfeld work. 

This possibility appeared even more promising when Robert 
Sternberg was appointed editor of the Psychological Bulletin begin- 
ning in January of 1991. Sternberg has himself published in a di- 
verse set of areas, including intelligence testing and romantic love. 
Thus, I was not surprised when in his maiden editorial, he urged 
prospective authors to 

take risks in choosing topics — Many of us have had the disappoint- 
ment of feeling . . . that the hardest articles to get accepted by mainline 
journals are our worst ones and our best ones — our worst because they 
are, well, bad, and our best because they represent too much of a de- 
parture from current conventions, whether in conceptualization or 
methodology. I would like to encourage authors to take risks — to submit 
their best and most creative work to the Bulletin, in exchange for which 
I will make every effort to ensure that top-quality work is rewarded 
rather than punished. (1991, p. 3) 

Although we needed no further encouragement, several events 
intervened to postpone the actual writing of our grand opus, in- 
cluding Chuck’s relocation to Edinburgh. Finally, in the summer of 
1992, I crafted a first draft and took it with me to the August con- 
vention of the Parapsychological Association in Las Vegas, where we 
could work on it face to face. 

It was an exhilarating experience. Even though we were both 
strong-minded individuals with compulsive writing preferences, our 
shared, slightly acid senses of humor made it unadultered fun. We 
debated commas and semicolons as vigorously as we did the sub- 
stantive and stylistic matters. 3 

I also learned many things about the ganzfeld work that Chuck 
had never written down. For example, I had always assumed that 
he had adopted a procedure using both a sender and receiver be- 
cause he believed that the operative phenomenon was more likely 
to be telepathy than clairvoyance or precognition. But his decision 
was more pragmatic. First, he believed that the subjects would find 
the telepathy procedure more plausible and hence would enter the 
session with more optimistic expectations. Second, he believed that 
by having two participants, it would make the session a team effort 
and remove the exclusive focus and performance pressure on the 

3 We also debated the order of authorship. It was only at Chuck’s insistence that 
I became first author. 
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receiver. And finally, he had his eye on the ultimate goal of achiev- 
ing mainstream acceptance of psi, believing that the scientific com- 
munity would find it easier to accept evidence for telepathy than for 
clairvoyance or precognition. 

The Las Vegas convention was to be the last time I saw Chuck. 
On September 9, 1992, I mailed a revised draft to him at Edin- 
burgh, incorporating the changes we had agreed on. On September 
23, we submitted the article to the Psychological Bulletin. As I had 
from the outset, I told Chuck that, as a former editor of an APA 
journal myself, and knowing Sternberg’s own wide-ranging inter- 
ests, I was almost certain that the article would be accepted. 

Chuck died on November 4, 1992. Nine days later our article 
was accepted for publication, with all four external referees — in- 
cluding Hyman — recommending publication. One of the referees 
added, “I think this paper may well become a Psych. Bull, classic.” 
In his covering letter, Sternberg wrote: “This is a blockbuster article, 

and one that should generate great interest from the field You 

should look at this rapid acceptance as an indication of how impor- 
tant I think the article is!” 

I have rarely been happier. Or sadder. 
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A CRAFTSMAN AND HIS TOOLS: THE 
NEW TECHNOLOGY 

By Richard S. Broughton 


In the late 1970s I visited Chuck Honorton at the Maimonides 
Medical Center Dream Laboratory. At the time I was completing my 
PhD at the University of Edinburgh, and, in a separate project, I 
had just finished work on a computerized PK test in the form of a 
game that was loosely based on trading futures contracts on an 
imaginary commodity market. My principal reason for visiting 
Chuck was to pay homage to the laboratory and the remaining re- 
searchers involved in the ESP-dream work, and to learn more about 
Chuck’s ganzfeld research. 

When Chuck learned of my interest in psi testing via computer 
games he took me into another room and sat me in front of a tel- 
evision screen. He explained that I should imagine myself on the 
starship Enterprise being attacked by Klingons. The Klingons’ ships 
would be cloaked and would not appear on the screen, so I must 
use my intuition or ESP to locate and destroy them. I no longer 
recall much else about that session apart from scenes of nifty little 
spaceships exploding, and the feeling that now we could really make 
psi testing fun. 

That was my first visit with Chuck Honorton. I had my last visit 
with him not long before he left to do his PhD at the University of 
Edinburgh. I saw him at his apartment because his lab had closed, 
but he was busy on his new computer. We talked about old times 
and reviewed some new observations on his ganzfeld data base. He 
demonstrated some new software tools that he was planning to use 
when he recreated the autoganzfeld in Edinburgh. Then, with a 
twinkle in his eye, he said, “Wait ’til you see this — ” 

In a few moments Chuck had me sitting in front of his computer 
screen, now transformed into the cockpit of some starfleet’s space 
fighter, while sound effects — indeed, what seemed like an entire 
film score — blared from his stereo. Chuck had dropped me into 
a major intergalactic war while he sat on the sidelines alternately 

I am greatly indebted to Donald McCarthy and Edwin May for broadening my 
perspective on Chuck Honorton’s relationship with technology. 
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barking commands and commenting on my ineptitude as a starfight- 
er. Eventually, at my pleading, he took the controls and, with a se- 
ries of quick movements, destroyed the attacking alien spacecraft 
and won a commendation from whatever organization he was de- 
fending. No, this was not a psi test — it was a popular commercial 
game — but when he finished, he turned to me and expressed just 
what I was thinking; “Now, if we could build a psi test into 
this ...” 


Chuck Honorton and Technology 

If it seems strange to focus on such a banal topic as technology 
in this commemorative context, let me assure the reader that those 
who knew Chuck concur that technology was very much part of his 
life. He enjoyed it, both in his home and in the lab. His love of 
technology was not merely gadget-collecting, however. In the labo- 
ratory he viewed technology in the same way that he viewed any 
new research technique, new statistical approach, or any new idea 
from any quarter: Can it improve psi research? It is no accident that 
the same person who brought the ganzfeld technique and meta- 
analysis to parapsychology should also be the one responsible for 
some of the most productive applications of technology for psi re- 
search. 

Nor was Chuck a mere dilettante when it came to the technology 
that he chose to use. He was quick to master the hardware and soft- 
ware of any system that became part of his research program. My 
own working relationship with computers in research predated 
Chuck’s by about five years, but it was not long before I was seeking 
his advice in everything from programming languages to statistical 
packages. 

At one level or another, technology has always been part of psi 
research, and I must confess a certain arbitrariness in deciding to 
focus on the technology of digital electronics and its ability to au- 
tomate research as the “new technology” of this paper. Yet, there is 
no doubt that, during the years Chuck’s research has flourished, it 
is this technology that has grown explosively to the point where it is 
a pervasive part of everyone’s lives. 

The Early Days 

Helmut Schmidt had no sooner published his pioneering pre- 
cognition experiments using an electronic random number genera- 
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tor (Schmidt, 1970) than Chuck persuaded Schmidt to lend one of 
his machines to the Maimonides lab. The device Chuck obtained was 
a simple binary RNG with a red light, a green light, and a response 
button corresponding to each. The subject’s task was ostensibly that 
of precognition — guessing whether the red or the green lamp 
would be illuminated following the next button-press. For Chuck, 
steeped in the traditions of card-guessing and well aware of its 
weaknesses (especially its tediousness), Schmidt’s automated testing 
device had an immediate appeal. The device effectively precluded 
subject fraud, eliminated sensory leakage problems, and largely au- 
tomated the data-recording chores. In addition to all that, thou- 
sands of trials could be done relatively quickly with little wear and 
tear on either the subject or the experimenter. 

Chuck’s first foray into automated ESP testing was productive. 
In the first Schmidt-RNG paper published, other than Schmidt’s 
own, Chuck reported a successful series of precognition experi- 
ments with the English sensitive Malcolm Bessent (Honorton, 1971). 
Over 15,000 individual trials were carried out, with very significant 
hitting by Bessent. At the time, Chuck admitted that the study 
added little to our understanding of psi processes, but it did confirm 
the existence of the “high-scoring subject,” a species thought extinct 
by critics and even many parapsychologists. 

One of the clearest advantages of automated psi research is that 
it permits the researchers to spend more time investigating the psi 
process by relieving them of the need to attend to the time-consum- 
ing details like target preparation and data collection (see Brough- 
ton, 1982, for a discussion; see also McCarthy, 1982, for a perspec- 
tive on how Honorton’s lab was using computers at the time). It was 
precisely this advantage that Chuck exploited for the next experi- 
ment. With co-experimenters Margaret Ramsey and Carol Cabibbo, 
he designed an experiment to test whether the attitude of the in- 
vestigator could affect the subject’s results. Using Schmidt’s binary 
RNG, this time with a chart recorder attached for a paper record 
of every trial, Honorton and his colleagues gave 200 trials to each 
of 36 subjects. One half of the subjects enjoyed a friendly and sup- 
portive interaction with the experimenter; the other half were faced 
with an abrupt and unfriendly experimenter. The results neatly 
confirmed the expected high scores for the positively treated sub- 
jects and low scores for the negatively treated ones. 

Honorton was sufficiently confident of his results and methods 
that he submitted the resulting paper to Science in August 1972. It 
was rejected, revised, and resubmitted, and finally rejected again 
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even though five of the eight referees had recommended publica- 
tion. Eventually the paper was published in the Journal of the Amer- 
ican Society for Psychical Research, along with an appendix that de- 
tailed Science's treatment of the paper (Honorton, Ramsey, 8c 
Cabibbo, 1975). Honorton’s use of Schmidt’s new technology in a 
well-designed experiment thus yielded important data for both the 
experimenter and the sociologist of science. 

In 1975, Ed May joined Honorton at the Maimonides lab and 
introduced him to a new generation of psi-test technology. In his 
presidential address of 1975, Honorton relates his encounter with 
an advanced RNG test device that May had lugged around India 
testing gurus and yoga adepts (Honorton, 1976). May’s approach to 
RNG testing was to create an RNG with easily set parameters that 
permitted researchers to investigate different “physics type” ques- 
tions on the fly, but with good control. 

May constructed a multifunction RNG for the Maimonides lab 
that was unlike any RNG seen before in parapsychology (May, 
1976). The device, dubbed PSIFI, combined the output of an RNG 
with physiological signals (EMG, EEG) from the subject. Feedback 
from all three sources could be presented to the subject in various 
combinations ranging from simple RNG feedback in a straightfor- 
ward PK task to integrated PK, EMG, and EEG feedback that 
amounted to a complex psi-bio-feedback tesk. Another feature per- 
mitted “gating” RNG trials so that PK data would be collected only 
during periods when specific physiological criteria were met. In this 
way researchers could easily compare PK trials done in different 
physiological states. PSIFI was used in several experiments in the 
mid-1970s (Honorton, 1977; Honorton 8c May, 1976; Winnette 8c 
Honorton, 1977). 

The microcomputer revolution reached the Maimonides lab 
early, and by 1978 Honorton and his colleague Lawrence Tremmel 
had traded conventional ESP tests for space battles. Honorton and 
Tremmel had developed a simple computer game that involved fan- 
tasy situations using names and terminology from the popular tele- 
vision series Star Trek. It was this game to which I was introduced 
during my visit. To win the game, the subject had to use psi (either 
ESP or PK). The story line associated with the game was that the 
subject was defending his or her own starship from the attacking 
Klingons, whose ships were equipped with a cloaking device that 
rendered them invisible to the observation screens. You, the subject, 
had to rely on ESP or intuition to determine in which quadrant to 
fire your photon torpedoes. 
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The reason for embedding psi tests in a computer game was to 
see if the motivational aspects of the game would enhance the sub- 
ject’s demonstration of psi. Instead of relying on the often highly 
variable abilities of the experimenter to motivate the subject to per- 
form, this approach attempted to capitalize on the inherent moti- 
vation to do well in what was perceived as playful challenge. Behind 
the playful facade, however, lay a sophisticated experiment, con- 
trolled by a Cromemco Z80-based microcomputer that, in addition 
to displaying the various components of the game, collected the 
data, changed conditions, and analyzed the results. Two physically 
different RNGs, designed and constructed by Ed May, were used in 
the experiment and could be systematically compared. There were 
ESP and PK versions of the test to provide variety (as well as con- 
trasting conditions), and the ESP version could switch between clair- 
voyance and precognition. 

PSITREK, as the game/test was called, appears to have been 
used in only one major project before Honorton moved his research 
from the Maimonides lab to the Psychophysical Research Laborato- 
ries. That project ran for about one year and employed 93 partici- 
pants, who played 443 games. The overall results were significant, 
but equally interesting were some secondary findings. In the ESP 
condition, precognition seemed better than clairvoyance, and vir- 
tually all the ESP effect was found in the sessions using the RNG 
based on quantum mechanical tunneling effects, in contrast to the 
pure avalanche-based RNG (Honorton 8c Tremmel, 1980). 

The PRL Period, 

The establishment of the Psychophysical Research Laboratories, 
with the generous support of the McDonnell Foundation, enabled 
Honorton to pursue his research goals on a broad scale. It is beyond 
the scope of this paper to review the goals of the PRL, but there 
were at least two major objectives that relied heavily on technology. 
The basic approach of the lab was to collect a broad spectrum of 
psychological and behavioral data on participants and then see how 
individual differences related to performance in psi tasks. The latter 
consisted of the ganzfeld ESP experiments and a variety of micro- 
computer-based ESP and PK tests. The goal was to “optimize” psi 
performance by identifying the subject-based components associated 
with good psi in the various contexts offered. Of course Honorton 
and his team were well aware that the constellation of factors point- 
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ing to success in one psi-testing context may not be the same as in 
another. 

Underlying Honorton’s basic research program was the recog- 
nition that to mount an effective attack on the problem of identi- 
fying characteristics of good psi subjects required highly standard- 
ized tests both in his own lab and in other parapsychology 
laboratories. Microcomputer automated research was precisely the 
tool he needed, and by now it was within the budget of many para- 
psychology laboratories. Thus, from the start, PRL’s experimental 
research effort focussed on two principal areas: (a) a highly auto- 
mated, standardized ganzfeld research program for long-term data 
collection at PRL, and (b) a completely automated “psi laboratory in 
a box” that would offer several ESP and PK tests plus all the statis- 
tical and quality control tools necessary for methodologically unas- 
sailable psi research. 

It was the latter consideration — methodological quality — that in- 
formed the entire development effort for both the automated ganz- 
feld project and the portable psi laboratory. Honorton’s experience 
dealing with both valid and invalid criticisms of psi research had 
grown considerably since his first encounter with C.E.M. Hansel’s 
work (Honorton, 1967) and his first experiences with a Schmidt ma- 
chine. Technology now enabled the researcher to do far more than 
automate target generation and data collection. It could guide, even 
force, the experimenter to follow all the appropriate steps at the 
right times, from the initial design stage through the data collection 
and control testing to final analysis. 

In the early days of PRL, the Cromemco computer was still used 
in several projects (e.g., Honorton, Barker, & Sondow, 1983; 
Schechter, Barker, 8c Varvoglis, 1983). A particularly ambitious ex- 
ample of computer usage in the lab was a project by Varvoglis and 
McCarthy (1986) that involved several studies in which subjects at- 
tempted to influence either their own EEG, an RNG, or a hidden 
RNG under different conditions. By the time Honorton was ready 
for his principal program of research, however, automation tech- 
nology had evolved further. The Apple II microcomputer was rap- 
idly eclipsing the competition as the popular standard, and it was 
making rapid inroads into educational and research establishments. 
Dick Bierman of the University of Amsterdam and the Research In- 
stitute for Psi and Physics (RIPP) had started producing a Schmidt- 
type RNG that plugged directly into the Apple II bus (the comput- 
er’s primary internal communication channel), and a few parapsy- 
chology labs were already using Apple II computers. Last, but by no 
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means least, if Honorton was serious about creating a network of 
collaborating laboratories, was the fact that Apple Computer Cor- 
poration was rapidly establishing a wide base of dealers and service 
facilities. 

The PRL projects represent exemplars of technology in the serv- 
ice of psi research, and we shall examine these in some detail so that 
they can be fully appreciated. Before that, however, we must note 
that what we shall be reviewing were the products of a hard-work- 
ing and dedicated team of individuals who had worked under Hon- 
orton for many years. On the technological side, they included Rick 
Berger, who led the technical efforts for many years, along with 
George Hansen, Donald McCarthy, Ephraim Schechter, and Mario 
Varvoglis; Patricia Barker and Nancy Sondow developed the per- 
sonal information assessments and the target pools for the ganzfeld. 
Everyone contributed important input to the design and analysis of 
the various experiments. 

PSILAB II 

The transportable parapsychology lab took shape in the form of 
PSILAB II, a combination of hardware and software that, when in- 
stalled on an Apple II computer, created a comprehensive psi-test- 
ing facility. Honorton planned to produce a quantity of these testing 
packages and distribute them to qualified researchers at a nominal 
cost. 

The hardware component of PSILAB was an extensively tested 
true random number generator. After evaluating several options, 
Honorton decided on Bierman’s design and ordered a batch of 
them. When they arrived, Honorton’s team subjected each board to 
thorough tests of individual components and of general random- 
ness. This led to certain modifications by Robert Chevako, and, after 
further testing, final acceptance. 

The RNG consisted of twin independent Zener noise diodes. 
The output from each diode was digitalized separately, combined 
(in several steps), and placed in a register that was read directly 
through the Apple’s data bus. The RNG could produce random bits 
at the rate of 10,000 per second. The circuitry was mounted on a 
3-inch by 6-inch printed circuit board that included special shielding 
for the Zener diode section. 

The software part of PSILAB consisted of a selection of ESP and 
PK tests. Only two game-tests — Psi Invaders (a PK test) and ESPer- 
ciser ® (an ESP test with training aspects) — were released officially. 
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but at least one other, Volition (a PK test), was used at PRL and 
other labs. 

Each test module consisted of a number of components repre- 
senting all the principal stages of a good experiment. It is notable 
that today computer users are still clamoring for “consistent user 
interfaces” among the various types of software that they must use 
so that they do not have to learn completely different ways of doing 
the same tasks for different programs. Over a decade ago that was 
one of the features that Honorton’s team designed into the PSILAB 
system — all PSILAB experiments use the same user interface for 
the experimenter in order to make mastering the system easier and 
to reduce the possibility of errors. 

The experiment was controlled by a supervisory program called 
the “Series Manager.” Access to this program required a password, 
followed by the date, which was used in record keeping. Before em- 
barking on any research, the Series Manager required the experi- 
menter to declare his or her intentions by designing an experimen- 
tal series that typically included the type of study (screening, pilot, 
or formal), the number of participants, the number of runs for each 
participant, and the number of trials per run. Also, certain specifi- 
cations for the RNG sampling rate and various criteria for rewards 
and feedback were set at this time. On completion of this phase, the 
Series Manager created a data file corresponding to the specified 
parameters. 

Once the experimental series had been designed, participants 
could be registered as they became available. Again, the Series Man- 
ager took care of this, registering the necessary information and 
storing it in the data base. Because the PSILAB tests were com- 
monly used in situations in which participants came more than once 
to take the test, each session was handled separately. The experi- 
menter would log in the participant; the Series Manager would 
check to see that the participant was registered and would report 
how many tests he or she had carried out so far. Then the partici- 
pant was free to play the game or take the test. 

The Series Manager program “supervised” the experiment by 
ensuring that the various steps were performed in the correct order. 
It kept track of the data and politely informed each participant 
when he or she had completed the preset quota of runs. It also in- 
formed the experimenter when the number of participants had 
been reached (and declined to add any others). If for any reason a 
participant failed to complete a run, the experimenter received no- 
tification the next time the program was run, and the program 
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checked to see that a PRL random generator board was installed 
before any session started. Each test module contained various se- 
curity features that were capable of detecting “unauthorized” behav- 
ior by a subject. 

Of course, the Series Manager contained a module that analyzed 
the accumulated data by individual runs and by concatenating them 
in various ways. Data analysis was confined to basic statistics, often 
supplemented with graphic displays of the results, but the raw data 
could be transferred to other programs for detailed analysis. 

Finally, there was a facility for running control tests of the ex- 
periment in the form of simulated experiments that exactly mim- 
icked the real experiment that was underway. 

In addition to the simulated experiments, the PSILAB package 
came with a separate suite of programs for testing the RNG. These 
programs enabled the investigator to perform extensive randomness 
checks with detailed analyses and reports at any time before, after, 
and during the experiments. 

Psi Invaders was the first test released with PSILAB, and the only 
one that was in the form of a game. It was based on Space Invaders, 
a popular arcade type of game in which the player positioned and 
fired a gun at invading aliens who conveniently lined up in rows as 
they marched down the screen. In Psi Invaders, the participant was 
told that the laser gun was old and prone to misfiring, but that the 
participant should use “the force” to make it fire more reliably. 
Whether the gun fired or misfired each time depended on the out- 
come of 100 binary trials (which were accumulated almost instantly). 
Points were scored for hitting aliens and for “strong use of the 
force,” which happened when various preset scoring criteria were 
exceeded. Psi Invaders was cast as a micro- PK test though there was 
no mention of PK in the standard presentation. The scores (in 
points) that the participant viewed during the game were indirectly 
related to the PK results, but the actual PK data were reported only 
to the experimenter. If the player failed to win, however, an invad- 
ing alien would end the game by stomping on the player’s gun. At 
the design stage of the experiment, the investigator could set pa- 
rameters that controlled the score necessary for a “win” on each suc- 
cessive game and the sampling frequency for the RNG. 

More conventional ESP testing was available through a test called 
ESPerciser®. This test produced a colorful screen with four blank 
windows. While the blank windows were on the screen, the partici- 
pant could use the time (the length of which was up to the partici- 
pant) to receive impressions of the target. When the response but- 
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ton was pressed, the windows filled with four images. Then the 
participant used the hand controller to select one image as the re- 
sponse. The computer asked if the participant had made his or her 
choice on the basis of a guess, a feeling, or an impression (these 
terms had been defined beforehand). When the type of response 
was registered, the computer indicated which image was the target; 
and if the trial was a hit, the word HIT flashed several times accom- 
panied by electronic beeps. ESPerciser m was billed as an “ESP feed- 
back trainer” in the hope that the instant feedback coupled with the 
bit of self-examination about how the selection was arrived at might 
help participants get better at the task. The principal parameters the 
experimenter could set were the number of trials in a run and the 
number of runs per subject. The images offered on each trial were 
taken from a large pool of pictures and designs that provided some 
variety over the run. 

Volition was a test module that offered a straightforward binary 
psi test (ostensibly PK) but with a wide range of options available to 
the participant to add novelty and challenge. The experimenter de- 
termined the number of trials in a run and the number of runs in 
a game, but the participant was free to choose the target direction 
(up or down), whether to play trial-by-trial or continuously, and 
what sort of feedback and display was to be used. Feedback was pro- 
vided in the form of an accumulating graph plotting the test results 
against a graph of mean change expectation and standard deviation 
lines. When the appropriate feedback options were selected by the 
subject, varying high and low beeps signalled good and poor trials; 
good cumulative performance met with visual displays and brief 
musical selections. 

Because the study of individual differences was an important 
component of the PRL program, Honorton also distributed the Par- 
ticipant Information Form that PRL was using, and he encouraged 
the use of the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator personality assessment 
for comparability with their data base. 

Although I have described all these tests in the past tense, they 
are still being used, but it must be admitted that even though num- 
bers of PSILAB packages were distributed, the network of collabo- 
rating researchers never took shape. In part, this was because not 
long after PRL began distributing the test kits, PRL’s chief source 
of funds, the McDonnell Foundation, began reducing its support 
and Honorton chose to concentrate his resources on the ganzfeld 
research. 

In the end, it was Honorton himself who illustrated some of the 
advantages of having an “instant lab” available. In 1987, he was con- 
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tacted by Malcolm Bessent, the star of his first automated psi test. 
Honorton asked Bessent why he had not been active in research 
since the original Maimonides tests, and Bessent replied that no one 
had asked him to. Honorton invited him over for more testing and 
Bessent accepted on the spot. Thanks to PSILAB, Honorton could 
put together a top-notch psi experiment in little more than a few 
minutes, and over the next couple of days Bessent again confirmed 
that high-scoring subjects are still around (Honorton, 1987). 

The Autoganzfeld 

The history of science will undoubtedly view Honorton’s ganz- 
feld research program as one of the major landmarks on the road 
to scientific acceptance of psi phenomena, and his accomplishments 
in this regard are well covered in this journal and elsewhere. Here, 
too, Honorton’s fondness for technology and his ability to envision 
research applications of new technology helped propel ganzfeld re- 
search from the status of just another technique purported to im- 
prove psi results to a consistent, progressive, research program that 
is both yielding predictive hypotheses and winning the admiration 
of critics at the same time. 

As ganzfeld research at the Maimonides laboratory and else- 
where began to attract the attention of parapsychologists and skep- 
tics, it became clear that there were particular aspects of ganzfeld 
research that could be regarded as flaws if not handled properly in 
each experiment. While this is true of any experiment, the relative 
complexity of the ganzfeld experiment compared with other ESP 
research gave the critics many potential trouble spots to focus upon. 
This was highlighted for Honorton as he prepared for a 1982 de- 
bate with skeptic Ray Hyman on the validity of ganzfeld results 
(Honorton, 1983; Hyman, 1983). As a rule, the ganzfeld research 
by Honorton and his team had always been among the best studies; 
but having a friendly automaton looking after the details and re- 
minding the humans to perform their various tasks at the correct 
times could make things easier and even more fool-proof. 

The autoganzfeld has been described formally in print already 
(Berger & Honorton, 1986; Honorton, Berger, Varvoglis, Quant, 
Derr, Schechter, 8c Ferrari, 1990). I should like to review the high- 
lights of the system here from the perspective of the user/experi- 
menter because we have recreated the system at the Institute for 
Parapsychology and are about to start using it. 1 

1 In 1990, after the PRL had shut down, Honorton donated the autoganzfeld 
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The basic outlines of a ganzfeld experiment are well known. The 
subject, designated as the “receiver,” outfitted in the customary ac- 
coutrements of the ganzfeld, engages in about 15 minutes of relax- 
ation exercises and then spends about 30 minutes describing what- 
ever images, thoughts, or memories come to mind. During the latter 
30 minutes, a “sender” tries to communicate a visual image to the 
receiver by ESP. At the end of the 30 minutes, the receiver views 
the possible target images and ranks the four options in order of 
similarity to his or her mentation. Implicit in this brief outline is the 
fact that there is a good deal of work that must be done, and done 
properly. The autoganzfeld was developed to ensure that all the 
tasks were carried out properly, yet efficiently, with a minimum of 
personnel. 

From a user’s perspective, the key design principles behind the 
autoganzfeld are automation and quality control. The automation, 
of course, is a given in this context, but the quality control had to 
be designed into the system by a team thoroughly familiar with the 
demands placed on psi research. Rick Berger was primarily respon- 
sible for the technical implementation of the autoganzfeld, but 
many members of the PRL team made contributions along the way. 

The heart of the system is an Apple II computer with a special 
interface that permits it to control a video cassette recorder and 
switch its output to several television monitors. The VCR enables 
the researchers to use excerpts from films, cartoons, and so forth, 
as the targets in the ganzfeld. Indeed, prior research with Viewmas- 
ter ® slide reels had suggested that dynamic targets may have an ad- 
vantage over simple still photos. 2 

As with the PSILAB system, a ganzfeld experiment is managed 
by a Series Manager program. Although similar in appearance to 
the PSILAB equivalent, the Series Manager for the autoganzfeld in- 
corporates more automatic system checking and record keeping spe- 
cific to the needs of ganzfeld research. Before starting a series, the 
experimenter has to specify its design, including the type of study, 
the number of trials in the series and the number of trials for each 
receiver, duration of the ganzfeld, and so forth. The program en- 
sures that the design parameters are adhered to. It is possible to 
modify some parameters later, for example to add additional trials; 

equipment to the Institute for Parapsychology. During fall and winter, 1992-1993, 
Kathy Dalton, with assistance from Douglas Day, rebuilt the autoganzfeld and in- 
stalled it. 

2 Although Viewmaster slides are stills, the group of images on the reel conveyed 
a developing theme, often with implied action. 
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but the program demands an explanation that is entered in the of- 
ficial log of the series. 

Once the series is designed, participants can be registered and 
entered in the data base through the Series Manager. 

The experimenter sets up the session by logging in the receiver 
and entering several items of information related to the session, for 
example, name and relationship of the sender (friend, lab staff, 
etc.), the light intensity, and the sound level for the white noise. 
(The receiver would already have been prepared in the ganzfeld 
room, with the lights and sound adjusted.) The Series Manager con- 
firms that the receiver is registered and that the preset number of 
trials has not been met. 

Target selection, which can be done before or after the previous 
step, is the only phase of the experiment that requires a second ex- 
perimenter. With the main experimenter out of the room, the target 
selector goes to the computer and executes the randomize-target 
procedure from the Series Manager. In this operation the computer 
uses a true RNG to select one of the 160 possible targets and its 
associated judging pool of three “decoys.” The program then directs 
the target selector to insert one of the four video cassettes into the 
VCR (but it gives no other information about the target). The target 
selector inserts the cassette and covers the VCR (to hide the meters 
and counters) and leaves, taking the remaining three video cassettes. 
The program records all the pertinent data concerning target selec- 
tion. The VCR automatically winds the video cassette to its center 
position to further reduce the possibility that the experimenter 
could glean any clues to the target identity by the length of time the 
VCR takes to locate a target. 

Once the session has been set up and the target is prepared, the 
session is ready to begin. The computer starts issuing instructions to 
the experimenter to insert the relaxation/white noise tape in the 
tape deck, set various switches and level controls, and start the tape 
(synchronizing it with the computer). The relaxation tape is played 
to both the receiver and the sender. 

As the relaxation period draws to a close, the experimenter is 
notified and given further instructions to start the tape that records 
the mentation and to initiate the target-sending sequence on the 
computer. The computer begins operating the video controller, first 
turning off the experimenter’s console and then displaying some in- 
structions to the sender. After a few minutes the computer displays 
the name of the target on the sender’s screen, followed by the 73- 
second video segment showing the target. During the half hour, the 
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display is repeated for a total of six viewings, after which the VCR 
returns the tape to the center position. 

As the mentation period ends, the experimenter is signaled by a 
tone, and the computer turns off the sender’s video and turns on 
the experimenter’s video. Again, the experimenter is given detailed 
instructions for bringing the subject out of the ganzfeld and for 
starting the judging period. Before the judging begins, however, the 
experimenter is prompted by the computer to answer a number of 
questions about the quality and quantity of the mentation. For the 
judging, the experimenter’s TV and the TV in the receiver’s room 
are turned on. The computer begins the judging by first showing 
brief excerpts (4-5 seconds) of each of the four video segments (to 
minimize “first impression” effects); and then, on command from 
the experimenter, the computer presents each of the video seg- 
ments in its entirety. The receiver is given the opportunity to review 
any of the video segments. 

Up to this point, the receiver has only viewed the possible tar- 
gets. Next the computer displays a “rating form” on the screen ask- 
ing the receiver to rate the degree of correspondence between his 
or her ganzfeld experience and each of the segments (in turn, by 
name). The receiver turns the knob on the hand controller to move 
a pointer on a scale of 0 to 100 that is displayed on the screen. The 
procedure is repeated for each possible target. If the receiver pro- 
duces tied ratings the computer asks the receiver to re-rate the tar- 
gets and to take the opportunity to change any ratings before the 
judging is completed. 

When the judging is completed, the computer informs the ex- 
perimenter that it is ready to show the target. At this point the ex- 
perimenter gets the sender, and both join the receiver in the receiv- 
er’s room. The sender reveals the correct target, and the computer 
displays it on the receiver’s TV. 

The final phase of the experiment requests the experimenter to 
enter any comments, and the program stores all the data on a 
floppy disk (and a back-up as well, just to be safe). The experimen- 
ter then causes the computer to produce a printed report of the 
session that is placed in the subject’s file. 

If I have burdened the reader with too much detail about the 
autoganzfeld, I apologize; I am myself a “hands-on” experimenter 
and I cannot help but share my appreciation of what I regard as a 
particularly well-crafted research tool. Unfortunately, apart from 
the staff of a couple of laboratories, few people will have the op- 
portunity to appreciate this craftsmanship. 
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The point of good craftsmanship is to produce a fine product, 
and that is precisely what the autoganzfeld has done in a way that 
all scientists can appreciate. When the “ganzfeld debate” finally set- 
ded down and Honorton and critic Ray Hyman agreed on the stan- 
dards of research that should be acceptable to parapsychology’s crit- 
ics, the autoganzfeld research already met those standards. The 
eleven ganzfeld studies done with the autoganzfeld system are 
among the strongest experimental evidence for psi phenomena to 
date and have been accorded a rarely achieved measure of recog- 
nition outside the field (Atkinson, Atkinson, & Bern, 1990; Bern & 
Honorton, in press). 

When Chuck died, he had just completed re-creating the auto- 
ganzfeld at the University of Edinburgh. The new autoganzfeld 
used the latest computer and programming tools, as well as a new 
generation of video equipment. Fortunately, that project will con- 
tinue, and undoubtedly there will be new versions of the autoganz- 
feld that will use technology which Chuck could only dream about. 
The highest tribute that Chuck Honorton’s successors in this en- 
deavor can pay to this pioneer will be to ensure that their efforts 
achieve the high level of craftsmanship that he and his laboratory 
colleagues brought to psi research. 
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LEARNING TO LURE THE RABBIT: 
CHARLES HONORTON’S PROCESS- 
RELEVANT ESP RESEARCH 

By Rex G. Stanford 


None of the students who, in the early to mid-60’s, eagerly im- 
bibed the words of their hoary mentor and psi meister, J. B. Rhine, 
could easily forget his pithy advice to all who would study psi in the 
laboratory: “If you want to have rabbit stew, first catch the rabbit.” 
It meant, “If you want to study psi in the laboratory, you must pro- 
vide the circumstances that will insure the presence of psi in your 
study.” Deliberate planning was needed to insure that there was 
“rabbit” in your larder from the beginning. These words came from 
the man who had regularly managed to elicit psi in the laboratory 
and had helped to put parapsychology on the scientific map. They 
had to be taken seriously by anyone planning a career as a labora- 
tory parapsychologist, as all of us were. Failing to heed them would 
be the scientific equivalent of giving a party and no one turning up! 

Perhaps no student of Rhine ever learned this lesson better or 
applied it more successfully than Charles Honorton. He always 
seemed to be having rabbit stew, while others were spending most 
of their time chasing the rabbit. There were probably several rea- 
sons for this, and this essay will touch on some of them. In essence, 
though, Honorton knew that if you wanted the rabbit, you had to 
lure it, not go chasing after it! You had to know something about 
rabbit psychology, even if learning about rabbit psychology was not 
your main objective. 

A driving force — perhaps the driving force — in Honorton’s 
professional life was to effectively put before the broader scientific 
community a reliable demonstration of ESP, a dependable recipe 
for rabbit stew, if you will. Honorton might well have cared less 
about rabbit psychology than about putting rabbit stew on his and 
on other scientists’ intellectual menus. Studying rabbit psychology 

I am grateful to St. John’s University for granting a reduction in teaching load 
(Research Reduction) that substantially aided the preparation of this paper. I also 
gratefully acknowledge the assistance of John Palmer, whose vast knowledge of the 
ESP literature was helpful more than once. 
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was a necessary step toward his ultimate goal, and he learned much 
about luring the rabbit. He learned it from his research and from 
diverse other sources, and he worked hard to pass this knowledge 
on to other researchers. (For this extended Rhineian metaphor I 
offer apologies to my fellow vegetarians and to animal rights advo- 
cates.) 

If Honorton’s interest in the psychology of psi function was in 
considerable degree a means to an end, this does not mean that he 
lacked interest in basic theoretical and even philosophical issues re- 
lated to psi reality. My review of Honorton’s research and writings 
persuades me that in these larger matters of the intrinsic nature of 
psi and its implications for a broader understanding of reality, he 
had keen interests. His tough-minded pragmatism probably shaped 
his important theoretical, methodological, and empirical contribu- 
tions to process-oriented work, but that pragmatism itself seemed 
driven by his conception of psi reality as perhaps the single most 
important topic confronting science. In the contemporary world- 
view, rabbits just should not exist. 

For Honorton, mind was a reality that could be demonstrated 
through psi research. This philosophical bent showed up, for ex- 
ample, in his concept (1977, pp. 466-467) of “Mind at Large.” Fol- 
lowing writers such as Henri Bergson and Aldous Huxley, he con- 
sidered the brain and nervous system as filters that help to make 
manageable the potential influx of information from Mind at Large. 
The concept of mind as real also emerged in his naming his labo- 
ratory in Princeton, New Jersey, the Psychophysical Research Lab- 
oratories. He adopted the term psychophysical because it was his ob- 
jective, in working at the laboratory, to research interactions 
between the mental and the physical (personal communication at 
the time he was selecting that name). 

Learning to Recognize a Rabbit: The Pursuit of Individual Differences 
Predictive of ESP -Task Performance 


Who Responds Positively to Hypnotic Suggestions for ESP Success? 

To make rabbit stew, you must do more than catch any old an- 
imal. It must be a rabbit of some kind. One way of looking at the 
metaphor is that “rabbit” means “psi.” Another way is to consider 
“rabbit” to be an individual who can produce psi in your laboratory. 
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In his earliest published parapsychological work, during his junior 
year in high school in West St. Paul, Minnesota, Honorton tried to 
identify the kind of person for whom hypnosis would facilitate ESP 
(Honorton, 1964). Identifying people who respond favorably to a 
psi-conducive setting was a theme he would repeat with variations 
throughout his career. The unique ideas behind his first such study 
show his creative genius. That this hypnosis work would and could 
have been carried out at a high school by a high-school student 
shows the boldness of Honorton and the respect he engendered in 
those who were privileged to know him. 

He reasoned that hypnosis, especially hypnosis combined with 
confidence-building suggestions, might enhance the natural tend- 
encies of individuals to score above or below mean chance expecta- 
tion (MCE) on ESP tests. His idea was that hypnotically induced at- 
titudes toward personal psi ability and toward the capacity to 
demonstrate it would enhance the subject’s usual tendency, pre- 
dicted from scores on an interest inventory (validated as an ESP 
predictor by Stuart and Humphrey; see Honorton, 1964), to per- 
form either above or below MCE. To know whether this had hap- 
pened, one also had to test without hypnosis. 

Honorton’s first such study was based on a small number of par- 
ticipants recruited in his high school. The experimenter remained 
blind to the interest-scale results while ESP testing was still under- 
way. The results supported the major expectations, especially re- 
garding the low-scoring group under hypnosis. In a replication 
study (Honorton, 1966), he obtained very similar, generally confir- 
matory, outcomes using a substantially improved methodology. His 
hypothesis assumed that the predicted extrasensory outcomes are 
mediated by changes in expectancies about ESP-task performance 
induced by the suggestions given under hypnosis. Accordingly, he 
also demonstrated in his 1966 study that his hypnotic manipulation 
increased expectations of success. This had not been measured in 
the first study, and this was a major step toward supporting his hy- 
pothesis. 

Here was a high-school student who developed and experimen- 
tally supported a sophisticated hypothesis about a Person x Situa- 
tion interaction — and who did so at a time when research on “Per- 
son x Situation interactions” was rare in psychology. Even today, 
the studies in parapsychology that examine this type of interaction 
are few. This circumstance clearly identified Honorton, from his 
earliest research, as a conceptually sophisticated process-oriented re- 
searcher. 
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His hypothesis in this work and in its subsequent replication 
(Honorton, 1964, 1966) was built around the important suggestion 
that different factors may determine the direction and the magnitude 
of the deviation from MCE. (In the present case, a person variable 
was seen as determining the former and a situational one, hypnosis, 
as determining the latter.) Palmer’s later reviews of the ESP litera- 
ture found support for the generalization that altered states affect 
the magnitude, rather than the direction (relative to MCE), of ESP- 
task performance (1978, p. 205; 1982, p. 56). 

In a later paper on this topic (Honorton, 1969a), in which he 
summarized his earlier results, Honorton reported additional, sup- 
plementary, studies that examined whether comparable results 
could be produced simply by giving the expectancy-manipulating 
suggestions in the waking state. If they could not, Honorton rea- 
soned, variables other than simply the suggestions themselves — per- 
haps degree of relaxation or cognitive factors — would be implicated. 
If they could be produced by suggestion without hypnosis, the sug- 
gestions themselves could be presumed to be the locus of the effect. 
The extrasensory effect did not appear with waking suggestions, but 
there was a complicating outcome. Although waking suggestions 
were associated with statistically enhanced reported expectancy, the 
consequences of the waking suggestions for expectancy were not so 
great as when the suggestions were given with hypnosis. We there- 
fore have to ask what it is about the hypnotic situation that makes 
the suggestions more effective in elevating expectations. This work 
(Honorton, 1969a) also indicated that direct suggestions (during the 
waking state) about success were more effective in boosting stated 
expectancies than were indirect or implicit suggestions. 

Here, again, Honorton showed himself to be a thoughtful pro- 
cess-oriented researcher by measuring the hypothesized mediating 
factor, attitude enhancement, and by asking whether hypnosis was 
necessary for his ESP results or whether suggestions alone might be 
sufficient. As Honorton himself acknowledged, methodological re- 
finements in subsequent work would be needed to pin down the loci 
of his effects. 

Manifest Anxiety and Perceived Complexity: Turning Anxiety Into an Asset 
and Assessing Its Role in ESP-Task Performance 

A little-known episode in Honorton’s research (1965, Honorton’s 
first paper presented at the Parapsychological Association) clearly 
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showed him to be a conceptually oriented thinker. Although the re- 
sults from these two studies were not significant by normative stan- 
dards, this work deserves mention because of its extrapolation to 
ESP testing of an idea borrowed right out of behaviorist psychology! 
(Honorton always liked the idea of blending parapsychological and 
psychological concepts.) In Kenneth Spence’s behaviorist theoriza- 
tion (e.g., Spence, Farber, & McFann, 1956) manifest anxiety was 
conceived as a drive. As such, it tends to energize responses in a 
multiplicative fashion. Each response is energized by anxiety, and 
this drive factor should multiply extant response strength. If there 
is a dominant response, it should therefore be particularly ener- 
gized. In complex tasks, the proper response is not dominant, and 
heightened anxiety (drive) should deter performance. On the other 
hand, those with lower anxiety (drive) might be able better to suc- 
ceed at the demands of complex tasks. On simple tasks, the domi- 
nant response is correct. Therefore, high-anxious (high-drive) per- 
sons should do well, but low-anxious (low-drive) persons, less 
adequately. (Honorton’s 1965 work seemingly assumed that the de- 
mands of learning tasks — the original domain in which this hypoth- 
esis was developed — bear some similarities to what we find in ESP 
testing and that expectancies about complexity are equivalent to the 
real thing.) Honorton extended this reasoning to ESP tasks by ex- 
perimentally manipulating whether the subject perceived the task as 
simple or complex and by measuring anxiety level. (In his first study 
this was done by a home-made test; in the second, by the Taylor 
Manifest Anxiety Scale.) He hypothesized above-chance perfor- 
mance for high-anxious (HA) subjects on simple tasks, but perfor- 
mance at or below chance for HAs on complex tasks. He also pre- 
dicted that low-anxious (LA) subjects would score at or below chance 
on simple tasks, but above chance on complex tasks. (I am not cer- 
tain of the rationale for this latter prediction.) In line with this kind 
of thinking, high-anxious subjects performed objectively better on 
an ESP task that they had been led to think of as simple than on 
one they had been led to believe was complex. Also as expected, 
low-anxious subjects showed the opposite pattern. 

Here, as always, Honorton showed a readiness to recognize the 
limitations of an earlier study and subsequently to improve his work. 
In his first study he had presented BT and DT ESP tests to the 
participants as “simple” and “complex,” respectively. Recognizing 
that he had confounded what might be objective and subjective 
complexity and desiring to know about the role of subjective com- 
plexity, in his second study he crossed objective and perceived com- 
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plexity. He did this by telling one group of subjects that the DT test 
was simple but that a precognition test was complex. He told an- 
other group the opposite. He also had a third, control, group who 
were told that the tasks were equally difficult. The nonsignificant 
results were in line with the predictions from his hypothesis. 

This work showed Honorton’s incisive critical acumen and his 
readiness to persevere toward better research designs. It also 
showed his readiness to borrow from nonparapsychological do- 
mains. Later, with ganzfeld, he would borrow from perceptual-cog- 
nitive psychology. 

Creativity 

Honorton (1967) ventured briefly into “creativity” and ESP-task 
performance. He again showed himself a careful process-oriented 
methodologist. In his five series in the work on this theme, he al- 
ways administered the ESP task before the creativity tests, and sub- 
jects never learned their ESP scores during the testing session be- 
cause these were precognition tests. These circumstances precluded 
the possibility that performance on the creativity test (which might 
have been obvious to subjects, even if feedback was not given) could 
have affected ESP-task performance by inducing expectancies or af- 
fecting mood. It is not plausible that the reverse would have hap- 
pened. Feedback about ESP results was given weeks after the test 
session. Honorton’s concerns about test order reappeared in his re- 
cent meta-analysis of the correlation between extraversion and 
forced-choice ESP-task performance (Honorton, Ferrari, 8c Bern, 
1992). 

By pooling across his series of studies and using chi-square for 
consistency of direction of deviation above or below MCE, Honor- 
ton showed that the results contrasting dichotomized high- and low- 
creative subjects were significantly different. He also reported statis- 
tics for the individual series, based on a CR d contrast of high- and 
low-creative subjects. 

This was a bit early in his career for him to have done meta- 
analysis, so I have helped him, retrospectively, by combining the z 
scores for the creativity-group contrasts for the several series, using 
the method recommended by Rosenthal (1991). For the Ice Ques- 
tion Test (IQT, a performance measure), z = 4.06, p < .00006. For 
the creative motivation scale of the Personal-Social Motivation In- 
ventory (PSMI), z = 3.19, p < .002. If the z scores for the given 
series are weighted according to the total number of subjects 
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(pooled across high- and low-creative persons) in each series, for the 
IQT, z = 3.62, p < .00035; and for the PSMI, z = 2.78, p < .006. 

Although Honorton succeeded in making a case that high-crea- 
tive, as contrasted with low-creative, subjects turned in higher scores 
on the precognition task, he neglected in his Discussion to point out 
that essentially all the statistical evidence of ESP in this work came 
from the low-creative subjects (albeit as psi-missing). My compilation 
of the ESP-task performance data for the two series involving the 
IQT shows that the low-creative individuals scored significantly be- 
low MCE (z = — 3.44, p *=* .0006, two-tailed), whereas the high- 
creative ones did not differ reliably from MCE (z = + 0.92), p ~ 
.358, two-tailed). The comparable data for the PSMI five series show 
(by my computation) that the low-creative individuals collectively 
turned in sigificant below-chance performance (z = — 3.47, p ~ 
.0005, two-tailed), whereas the high-creative ones again showed a 
net result not different from chance (z = + 0.26, p ^ .795, two- 
tailed). These facts must be considered in interpreting this work. 
They might mean that in Honorton’s work the low-creative individ- 
uals, rather than lacking ESP ability, had such ability but tended to 
reject the correct impression. (For broader discussion of the work 
on creativity and ESP-task performance, see Palmer, 1978). 

Honorton’s interest in a possible relationship between creativity 
and ESP-task performance reappeared recently (Schlitz & Honor- 
ton, 1992) in a ganzfeld-ESP study with students from the Juilliard 
School in New York. I will ignore that work here because the rele- 
vance of its findings to the other creativity work is unclear and be- 
cause it concerned a small, highly specialized sample of talented in- 
dividuals who, oddly, scored relatively poorly on a standardized test 
related to creativity. 

Hypnotic Susceptibility, “Depth,” and Suggestibility 

Early in his work with hypnosis and suggestibility, Honorton 
took an interest in whether hypnotic susceptibility, “depth,” or sug- 
gestibility correlated with performance on the ESP task. In his sec- 
ond study (1966) on whether the interest inventory interacted with 
hypnotic induction in affecting ESP-task scores, he found no signif- 
icant relationship between depth of hypnosis and ESP performance, 
but he did not report the magnitude of the observed correlation. 
(This was normative at the time. Investigators rarely reported the 
values for inferential or descriptive statistics if the former was non- 
significant.) Honorton, however, did report the correlation of sug- 
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gestibility (measured by objective scores on the Barber Suggestibility 
Scale, BSS) and ESP-task performance in his work with waking sug- 
gestions and the interest inventory (Honorton, 1969a). The re- 
ported correlation (+ .31) comes close to statistical significance ( p < 
.09, two-tailed, my computation). 

One searches the considerable ESP-hypnosis literature in vain 
for correlational data for standardized hypnotic-susceptibility tests 
and ESP-task performance under hypnosis. Honorton has to be 
credited here again with being out ahead of most investigators, al- 
though his reported correlation with the BSS is for waking imagi- 
nation, not for a hypnosis condition. It is possible, though, that his 
reported correlation might have been contaminated by his having 
administered the BSS before the ESP test and in the same context. 
Expectancies based on BSS success or failure might have influenced 
ESP performance, given that suggestions were made, albeit in the 
waking state. The possibility that the above correlation was not spu- 
rious is supported by the following observation. Stanford (1972) re- 
ported a significant tendency for higher-suggestible (above median) 
subjects to score better on a precognition task than lower-suggestible 
ones (below median), with BSS as the suggestibility measure. The 
significant t value (Stanford, 1972, p. 57) associated with this effect 
is equivalent to r = -I- .25, N = 65, p < .05, two-tailed (based on a 
conversion formula in Rosenthal, 1991, p. 66). This correlation is 
reasonably close to the + .31 value found by Honorton (1969a, p. 
80), with a waking imagination condition and clairvoyance testing. 
The Stanford finding is not subject to the interpretation that ESP 
performance was biased by subjects’ knowledge of their BSS scores; 
the BSS was given after the ESP task. Also, BSS performance could 
not have been affected by sensory knowledge of ESP scores in this 
precognition task. Here, then, is evidence supporting Honorton’s 
finding (1969a) of a low positive correlation of ESP-task perfor- 
mance and suggestibility even when there was no hypnotic induc- 
tion. 

Honorton and Krippner (1969), in their review of the hypnosis- 
ESP literature, made many excellent suggestions for future re- 
search. One was that reseachers should use standardized measures 
of hypnotic susceptibility (or suggestibility) to describe the popula- 
tion studied — a potentially important element in replicability in the 
hypnosis-ESP domain. In a related vein, these authors also sug- 
gested that investigators study susceptibility (using standardized in- 
struments) as an independent (or predictor) variable in potential in- 
teraction with manipulated variables in affecting ESP-task 
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performance (or other measures of interest). Among other things, 
this arrangement allows determination of whether the consequences 
of an experimental manipulation (e.g., hypnotic induction versus 
control) depend on the susceptibility of participants. Exploration of 
this possible interaction of the hypnosis and susceptibility variables 
is important both to efforts at replication and to interpreting the 
findings. 

Honorton followed this sage advice in his 1972b study of hyp- 
notically induced ESP dreams. He used a 2 X 3 factorial design with 
hypnotic induction and waking-imagination as the levels of the first 
variable and high, medium, and low susceptibility (measured by the 
BSS) as the levels of the second. 

This study was intended to examine the potential interaction of 
susceptibility and the hypnosis manipulation. Honorton went fur- 
ther and had participants make state reports, using a rating scale, 
in the hope of relating extrasensory success to the actual state of the 
subject and, particularly, to shifts in state. (He also used these to 
check the consequences of his experimental manipulation.) He was 
concerned also with how dreamlike subjects’ dreams were — the 
dreams that were supposed to supply mediating vehicles for the oc- 
currence of ESP — and how this related to ESP-task performance. 
This was an ambitious and, in many ways, brilliant study. 

Regrettably, it suffered from methodological problems that 
make its results difficult to interpret. Such is often the fate of first 
efforts in a given area. The problems in this study included: (a) no 
direct analysis of the expected interaction; (b) problematic statistical 
analysis related to assuming independence of trials when this was 
doubtful (Kennedy, 1979); (c) violation of random assignment to 
hypnosis and waking conditions; (d) administration of the BSS be- 
fore ESP testing in the same setting and apparently by the same 
experimenter; (e) subject judging of the same target materials that 
were presented during the ESP task; and (f) state report measures 
that were potentially reactive. 

The state-report-related results of this study are tantalizing. 
Change in state was the best predictor of ESP-task performance. 
Honorton seemed to interpret such findings as indicating that 
change in state per se facilitates ESP-task performance. However, 
there is an alternative interpretation. To make a state report, the 
subject must make an attribution concerning (i.e., an interpretation 
about) why he or she is experiencing what is being experienced. 
This attributional effort might not occur spontaneously, but only be- 
cause the experimenter requested it. (In other words, this is a po- 
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tentially reactive methodology.) This attribution, which is made in 
response to an experimenter request, might then influence subject 
expectations of success (e.g., “Good, I just entered an altered state 
and that should mean I’ll do well on the ESP task”). If these kinds 
of attribution-induced expectations influence ESP-task performance, 
they might be the cause of (or contaminate) any correlation between 
state report (or state-report shift) and ESP-task performance, rather 
than there simply being a causal role related to state (Stanford, 
1988, October). 

The problem of nonduplicate target materials was also present 
in the earlier work on hypnotically induced dreams (Honorton 8c 
Stump, 1969). Psi researchers, Honorton included, had typically 
been trained in forced-choice methodology. Time was needed (and 
some published criticism, e.g., Kennedy, 1979) for all the potential 
problems with this new method to become obvious and for satisfac- 
tory solutions to be deployed. 

Honorton’s second study of hypnotically induced clairvoyant 
dreams (1972b) provided a research paradigm that, with improved 
methodology, could help unravel one of the puzzles of parapsy- 
chology, the facilitation of ESP-task performance with hypnosis. 
The methodological problems in the original study are understand- 
able, considering the difficulties of doing complex, groundbreaking 
work. The study again showed Honorton’s recognition of and inter- 
est in studying the interaction between person characteristics (i.e., 
susceptibility/suggestibility) and situations provided by the experi- 
menter (i.e., hypnotic induction or waking imagination). It inspired 
considerable additional research on hypnotically induced dreams, 
work that provided some independent replication (see Palmer, 
1978). 

Honorton’s (1972b) study of hypnotically induced dreams was 
unusual in work on altered states and ESP in that it contrasted a 
hypnotic-induction condition with something resembling a proper 
control condition (i.e., waking-imagination circumstances that were 
parallel in many ways to the hypnotic condition). Honorton speci- 
fied operationally, but not conceptually (i.e., not for the relevant 
psychological variables), what it was about the hypnosis condition 
that he wished not to be included in the waking-imagination control 
condition. Such conceptual specification seems necessary to test the 
validity of the control condition and to assure the interpretation of 
outcomes. 

Perhaps the critical psychological difference between Honorton’s 
hypnosis and waking-imagination control conditions was whether 
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the subject would come to believe that she was undergoing hypnosis 
(and whatever added expectations that might entail). Perhaps, 
though, Honorton thought that the difference might be a special 
state produced by the induction. He examined some possible psy- 
chological consequences of his manipulation, namely, dream quality 
and state (i.e., degree of internalized attention), but he did not ex- 
amine expectancies. 

Unfortunately, Honorton (1972b) did not report the correlations 
between susceptibility (or suggestibility) and ESP-task performance 
for the hypnosis and waking-imagination groups. The data in his 
Table 1 for the hypnosis condition suggest the possibility of a posi- 
tive correlation; for the waking-imagination condition, there would 
seem to be no correlation (based on subject-classification break- 
downs in Table 1). 

Reported Frequency of Dream Recall and ESP -Task Performance 

Honorton was deeply interested in individual differences in what 
he termed internal sensitivity (1972a) or what psychologists term in- 
troception. In his view, sensitivity to internal cues was needed for suc- 
cessful performance on an ESP task. Persons who could not discrim- 
inate their own thoughts from those that appeared in their minds 
through extrasensory means could never succeed on an ESP task. 
Also, those not inclined to or perhaps afraid of looking inward 
could obviously not make such discriminations. Honorton was inter- 
ested both in individual differences in this regard and in special en- 
vironments that might enhance persons’ readiness to focus on in- 
ward impressions undisturbed by distracting sensory noise and 
thoughts. His interest in these topics was based on his model of psy- 
chophysical noise reduction (e.g., Honorton, 1977). He thought that 
self-reported recall of dreams might predict ESP-task performance 
because it could index sensitivity to (or perhaps interest in) internal 
processes. He found significant evidence of a positive relationship 
of reported frequency of dream recall and performance on a pre- 
cognition task. This confirmed an earlier such finding by Johnson 
(1968). 

Mental Imagery and ESP-Task Performance 

Honorton’s growing concern with internal sensitivity led him to 
an interest in what Tyrrell (1946) had termed the mediating vehicles 
for extrasensory information. Honorton, Tierney, and Torres 
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(1974) specifically noted that in spontaneous cases of ostensible ESP 
the relevant information often seems mediated into consciousness 
through mental imagery and that seemingly gifted percipients often 
emphasize the role of mental images in their impressions. They sug- 
gested that psi communication should be enhanced under condi- 
tions that favor imagery or in persons inclined toward imagery. 

In the first study of this kind, Honorton et al. (1974) found that 
“strong imagers” (median split) scored significantly above chance 
and that “weak imagers” scored significantly below. The difference 
of performance of these two groups was, as expected, significant as 
measured by a subject-based statistic. He also reported that strong 
imagers did significantly better on their confidence calls than weak 
imagers, and, in his Discussion section, he seems to take this differ- 
ence as meaning that in making psi responses the high imagers have 
available and use cues that weak imagers do not. It is presumably 
those cues on which they base their confidence calls. 

This is an appealing interpretation, especially given that Hon- 
orton here links it with the finding of McCallam and Honorton 
(1973) that subjects using multiple cues as the basis of their confi- 
dence calls in initial testing showed greater post-feedback-training 
enhancement of confidence-call accuracy than did those who did not 
report internal cues on which their confidence calls were based. Re- 
grettfully, there was a serious statistical error in Honorton’s assess- 
ment (Honorton et al., 1974) of the difference of confidence-call ac- 
curacy for strong and weak imagers (and in the McCallam 8c 
Honorton, 1973, work). 

The problem is this: Honorton contrasted confidence-call accu- 
racy for these strong and weak imagers but neglected to consider 
that the former group had a significantly higher rate of hitting than 
the latter. Consequently, simply by chance alone, their percentage 
of correct confidence calls should be higher (see R. Schechter, 
Solfvin, 8c McCollum, 1975). Interestingly, the difference in propor- 
tions of confidence-call accuracy for strong, as contrasted with weak, 
imagers ( + 5.4%) is very similar to the difference of the propor- 
tions of hitting for the two groups (+ 3.2%). My analysis (based on 
data in the Honorton et al. 1974 report) shows that (a) the strong 
imagers did not perform significantly above MCE on confidence 
calls, given their actual hit rate in the ESP task (z = + 0.52), (b) the 
weak imagers did not perform significantly below MCE in confi- 
dence-call accuracy, considering their hit rate (z = — 0.80), and (c) 
in view of these figures, the two levels of confidence calling do not 
differ significantly. 
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Honorton’s theoretical reasoning in this work on mental imagery 
and ESP-task performance may not go far enough. I suggest that 
he did not sufficiently integrate his interest in psi-relevant internal 
cues and his concerns about psychophysical noise reduction. It is 
clear, as he suggested, that ESP-test participants need to have avail- 
able mediating vehicles (e.g., visual imagery) that can encode and 
communicate to consciousness target-relevant information. This po- 
tential asset, however, can become a liability if the imagery is so 
abundant and free-flowing that it serves as a serious source of cog- 
nitive noise when the subject is trying to identify and report infor- 
mation about the ESP target. (This might be especially the case in 
free-response work, but I also do not understand why an abundance 
of highly vivid imagery should be needed for forced-choice work.) 
For this reason, I think it is specious to predict a monotonic rela- 
tionship between imagery ability and ESP-task performance. Any re- 
lationship between individual differences in imagery and ESP-task 
performance might depend on the nature of the ESP task (free-re- 
sponse versus forced-choice) and factors in the test environment 
that influence the disposition to produce imagery. 

Honorton frequently quoted the important paper by White 
(1964) that, in part, concerned how outstanding percipients pre- 
pared themselves to receive information. It is true, as Honorton et 
al. (1974) pointed out, that many of the sensitives White discussed 
found that their psi-mediated information came through the medi- 
tating vehicle of visual imagery. It is also true that an important part 
of White’s paper concerned how these experienced percipients tried 
to insure that they would wait and watch for the psi-mediated in- 
formation at a time when their minds had been cleared of extra- 
neous material, including imagery. They engaged in precisely what 
Honorton might have called “a deliberate act of psychophysical 
noise reduction.” Regrettably, Honorton et al. (1974) seemed to ig- 
nore this consideration, although Honorton later made use of 
White’s paper when discussing psychophysical noise reduction 
(Honorton, 1977, p. 451). He even quoted the section concerned 
with stilling the body and mind. 

The conclusion that a lack of abundant, vivid imagery need not 
deter ESP is reinforced by the work of R. Schechter, Solfvin, and 
McCollum (1975), who attempted replication of the Honorton et al. 
(1974) study but found: (a) a nonsignificant tendency toward psi- 
missing among strong imagers and (b) significant psi-hitting among 
weak imagers. R. Schechter et al. (1975) found in their work that it 
was the weak imagers who did better on the confidence calls, but 
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they noted that, in both their study and that of Honorton et al. 
(1974), accuracy on confidence calls closely followed the hit rate on 
the ESP task. Differences in confidence-call accuracy for the two 
groups of imagers therefore reflected nothing more than chance 
success at identifying hits. 

This consideration undermines a fundamental tenet of Honor- 
ton’s argument. Under these circumstances, it cannot be assumed 
that high imagers had special awareness of the accuracy of their psi 
processes. Thus, level of imagery per se cannot, on the basis of this 
work, be regarded as an index of internal sensitivity. Merely having 
much imagery may neither facilitate psi nor be an indicator of in- 
ternal sensitivity. 

Honorton (1975b), like R. Schechter et al. (1975), subsequently 
questioned the construct validity of the Betts QMI Vividness of 
Mental Imagery Scale (Sheehan’s shortened version), the instrument 
used in the series of studies on imagery ability and ESP-task perfor- 
mance. Honorton’s own review of this area (1975b) showed a total 
of three forced-choice studies using this instrument, two of which 
showed significantly better ESP-task performance for weak than for 
strong imagers, a consensus opposite to the significant findings of 
the original study (Honorton et al., 1974). Honorton (1975b) also 
noted, in the case of three studies with free-responses ESP tasks, no 
evidence of an artifact-free relationship of imagery-test perfor- 
mance and ESP outcomes. He correctly suggests that there may be 
serious construct-validity problems with the imagery instrument 
used in this work. The test is based on self-report, instead of per- 
formance, and scores might easily be influenced by such factors as 
demand characteristics. 

Nonetheless, the literature in this area (reviewed by George, 
1981) shows a striking incidence of statistical significance in research 
with the Betts QMI, with results often in conflicting directions. It 
may not be enough to say that there is likely a problem in the valid- 
ity of the imagery test. That would not explain the odd pattern of 
contradictory, but often significant, results. Honorton (1975b) sug- 
gested using several measures related to imagery, including subjec- 
tive, behavioral, and psychophysiological measures — an excellent 
suggestion. Nonetheless, it is possible that this wealth of contradic- 
tory, but significant, results says something besides commenting on 
conceivable vicissitudes of the Betts QMI. After all, the test does 
seem to be tapping into something relevant to ESP-task perfor- 
mance. There is need for refinement of theoretical ideas about im- 
agery and ESP-task performance and for the development of a 
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model that makes precise predictions for particular kinds of ESP 
tasks. As noted above, there are reasons to think that a curvilinear 
relationship might exist between imagery abundance and perfor- 
mance on certain types of ESP tasks, including free-response ones. 
The point of the break in the curve might depend on the require- 
ments of the ESP task. Significant results with conflicting directions 
can sometimes derive from separate studies that tap into different 
parts of a nonmonotonic function. Significant contradictory results 
perhaps more clearly suggest the need for rethinking the problem 
area than for blaming the instrument used in the work. Having said 
that, the points made by Honorton (1975b), R. Schechter et al. 
(1975), and George (1981) about the need for better instruments are 
well taken. Perhaps combining other instruments with the Betts 
QMI might help to untangle the empirical puzzle that has emerged. 
Nonetheless, changing instruments alone will not do the job. It can- 
not replace the need for more refined, careful thinking about how 
imagery may relate to ESP-task performance. 

Extraversion 

One personality variable that has been widely researched as a 
predictor of ESP-task performance is extraversion (reviewed by Pal- 
mer, 1978). Meta-analysis is the tool best suited to assess whether 
and in what degree extraversion scores have correlated with ESP- 
task performance across the available studies. Honorton, Ferrari, 
and Bern (1992) reported such an analysis. 

For forced-choice studies, a significant average (positive) corre- 
lation of extraversion and ESP-task performance existed only for 
work in which ESP testing preceded the measurement of extraver- 
sion. The correlation differed significantly for the two testing or- 
ders, and this finding was deemed independent of test setting (in- 
dividual or group), nature of extra version measure, and ESP mode 
(e.g., telepathy versus clairvoyance). 

Honorton et al. (1992) suggested that for forced-choice ESP 
studies in which ESP testing came first, the observed (significant) 
correlation of extraversion and ESP might have been artifactual be- 
cause the subjects’ knowledge of their ESP scores could have af- 
fected their extraversion scores. Here is another indication of Hon- 
orton’s sensitivity to the possibility that the results of one test can 
affect another. The conclusion Honorton et al. (1992) reached may 
be regarded by some as premature, but their significant pattern of 
findings needs to be explained. Honorton and colleagues provided 
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an excellent example of how meta-analysis can aid in developing po- 
tential explanations for sets of findings and can encourage new 
work intended to investigate such explanations. 

Work has already begun to test the order-artifact hypothesis pro- 
posed by Honorton and colleagues (Krishna & Rao, 1991). The 
findings of Krishna and Rao provided no support for predictions 
they derived from the order-artifact hypothesis of Honorton et al. 
(1990), but, for several reasons, Krishna and Rao are probably cor- 
rect in their conclusion that the order-artifact hypothesis cannot be 
dismissed solely on grounds of their results. Considerable additional 
work is needed to evaluate the order-artifact hypothesis. Failure to 
do this work would leave in limbo whether an extraversion-ESP cor- 
relation exists in the forced-choice domain. Also, parapsychologists 
would make a substantial contribution to psychometrics if they could 
show that this kind of artifact exists. 

The finding of a possible order artifact in the forced-choice ex- 
traversion-ESP correlation might provoke theoretical advances — a 
happy thought. Has anyone proposed a cogent theoretical frame- 
work that would predict an ESP-extraversion correlation in both 
free-response and forced-choice tasks? That the correlation should 
hold up in both situations seems peculiar (or at least needs expla- 
nation), given the differences in the two types of tests. 

In the free-response work, Honorton et al. (1990) found evi- 
dence of a small, but significant, average correlation of extraversion 
and ESP-task performance. They also concluded that this correla- 
tion was not artifactual. The correlation held up across various 
measures of extraversion. As confirmation of their meta-analytic 
finding, they reported a small but significant large-sample-based, 
positive, extraversion-ESP correlation in the ganzfeld work at Psy- 
chophysical Research Laboratories in Princeton, NJ. It was remark- 
ably similar in magnitude to the mean effect size derived from their 
meta-analysis of free-response results. 

Rabbits Will Be Rabbits 

Honorton used meta-analysis in many ways to advance parapsy- 
chology. Another of his meta-analytic findings (Honorton & Ferrari, 
1989) is relevant to the present topic of individual differences and 
ESP-task performance. 

Within the vagaries of testing error, if ESP tests have some validity, 
superior performance on an ESP test at one time should be associated 
with greater chances of outstanding performance at another time. In 
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their meta-analysis of forced-choice precognition studies, Honorton 
and Ferrari (1989) identified eight subject populations, among which 
were “selected subjects.” Studies that used individuals selected because 
of their previous performance in experiments or pilot tests showed 
significantly larger effect sizes than those that used unselected sub- 
jects. Honorton and Ferrari also found that a substantially higher 
percentage of the studies with selected subjects produced significance 
than did those with unselected subjects. Studies with selected subjects 
also tended (albeit not significantly) to be more rigorous than those 
with unselected subjects. 

These data suggest that if you want to find out whether what you 
have is a rabbit, see if it behaves like one. If it does so in a compelling 
way, it will likely continue to do so in the future. By identifying and 
studying individuals with bona fide ability, it may be easier to reach 
scientific conclusions about psi function. 

This meta-analytic finding suggests that psi performance may be 
relatively reliable among those who are particularly talented and that 
this reliability probably extends in some degree across types of ESP 
tests. If it does, the personal characteristics of these talented individ- 
uals might contribute to their successful laboratory performance on 
varied tasks. Perhaps parapsychologists should, then, attempt to study 
the personal characteristics that such talented persons might hold in 
common that distinguish them from less successful, less reliable, par- 
ticipants. This approach could be useful for understanding process, 
but it has historically been lacking, for the most part, in parapsy- 
chology. Personality-ESP research has typically focused on groups of 
relatively unselected participants tested on a single psi task. 

The Honorton-Ferrari meta-analysis points toward a new ap- 
proach to studying individual differences and psi-task success. It sug- 
gests the importance of identifying and studying the characteristics 
of those who show reasonably reliable ESP-task performance, both 
over time and over different tasks. 

Predicting the Success of Ganzfeld First-Timers 

At the Psychophysical Research Laboratories (PRL), Princeton, NJ, 
Honorton and colleagues tried to discover the characteristics of in- 
dividuals who did and who did not succeed in the ganzfeld-ESP task 
the first time they participated. This effort was built around the use 
of several tests. One that was regularly administered to participants 
was a lengthy questionnaire called the Participant Information Form 
(PIF). It elicited data on demographics, attitudes toward parapsycho- 
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logical claims, presence or absence of personal experiences seeming 
to be of one or more psi types, information on prior participation in 
nonganzfeld psi experiments, and other information. A standard per- 
sonality test that was administered to most participants was the Myers- 
Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI). These two instruments were the basis 
of the efforts to predict first-time ganzfeld ESP-task performance. 
Workers at the Institute for Parapsychology (IP), Durham, NC, later 
joined the effort to predict the success of first-timers in ganzfeld 
(Broughton, Kanthamani, 8c Khilji, 1990). Four major empirical pa- 
pers have appeared on predicting who are successful ganzfeld first- 
timers (Broughton, Kanthamani, & Khilji, 1990; Honorton, 1992; 
Honorton, Barker, Varvoglis, Berger, 8c Schechter, 1986; Honorton 
8c Schechter, 1987). 

It is appropriate that Honorton, the originator of this line of in- 
dividual-differences work and the man whose life and work we honor 
in this issue of the Journal, should have the last word on this matter. 
His paper “The Ganzfeld Novice: Four Predictors of Initial ESP Per- 
formance,” at the 1992 Parapsychological Association Annual Con- 
vention, was his final presentation before this organization whose work 
he had so much enriched. This paper was an updating of the status 
of work predicting the success of ganzfeld first-timers, and I will touch 
here on some of its major findings and conclusions. 

Honorton (1992) examined the original PRL first-timers series 
(from Honorton & Schechter, 1987), first-timers from the automated 
ganzfeld series (Honorton, Berger, Varvoglis, Quant, Derr, Schechter, 
8c Ferrari, 1990), and the IP data (Broughton, Kanthamani, 8c Khilji, 
1990), singly and in combination. On the basis of Honorton (1992), 
let us look at these data collectively. 

Participants who were predicted to do well the first time in ganzfeld 
were those (a) who had had prior psi testing in a nonganzfeld setting, 
(b) who reported at least one type of psi experience, (c) who were the 
Feeling-Perceiving [FP] type as measured by the MBTI, or (d) who 
had practiced mental discipline. The net outcomes across all these 
series can be summarized as follows: For all four individual predictors 
of first-time ganzfeld ESP-task performance and for the combined- 
predictor model (i.e., subjects meeting the criteria for all of these), 
those predicted to do well scored significantly above MCE. In no case 
did those predicted to do less well score significantly above MCE. 
Nevertheless, only in the case of prior testing and FP did the differ- 
ence for these two groups reach statistical significance. 

These summarized ganzfeld first-time results involved hundreds 
of subjects in multiple series in two laboratories. Although the effect 
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sizes are modest in this work, the consistency of outcomes across a 
massive database at two laboratories is impressive. To extend the 
metaphor, Honorton really had learned the field marks distinguishing 
the rabbits from the hares. 

What he did not do was to show that a combination of field marks 
provided better rabbit-hare discrimination than any single field mark 
taken alone. Less metaphorically, his combined model did not pro- 
vide — and he did not claim it provided (Honorton, 1992) — better 
discrimination than certain of his specific predictor variables. Never- 
theless, his advice to ganzfeld investigators to recruit persons meeting 
as many of his criteria as possible was prudent because presumably 
there is some degree of unrealiability in measuring individual pre- 
dictors. 

Some Reflections on Honorton’s Individual-Differences Findings 

1. Free-response procedures in which the subject is the judge (of 
correspondences) provide correlations of individual differences and 
ESP-test scores that are affected by extrasensory responsiveness, abil- 
ity to judge, and motivation for judging. The individual-difference 
measure might be predicting extrasensory proficiency, judging skill, 
motivation for judging, or some combination of these. This should 
be kept in mind in interpreting these correlations and in attempting 
to replicate them (e.g., consider the consequences of using external 
judges instead of subjects as judges). Honorton was well aware of the 
multiple determinants of success with participants as judges, and this 
awareness was reflected in various of his publications, including his 
last paper at the Parapsychological Association (1992, final paragraph 
under “Reported Personal Psi Experiences,” p. 54). 

2. Individual-difference-based correlations are not always self-ex- 
planatory. Process-oriented experimentation and, sometimes, supple- 
mentary analysis can aid in understanding their meaning. Honorton 
was keenly aware of these considerations. For example, in his first 
paper on a model for initial ganzfeld success (Honorton & Schechter, 
1987), he successfully tested a deduction from the premise that FP 
correlates with ganzfeld success because ganzfeld is a novel situation 
and novelty motivates FPs. Another possible deduction from the same 
premise is that the outstanding performance of FPs should regress 
under repeated testing because novelty wears off. I do not know 
whether Honorton empirically evaluated this particular deduction. In 
this case, a control group of initially successful non-FPs would be 
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needed (if such exist). They should not exhibit such a strong decline 
in performance with recurrent testing as FPs do. 

3. Honorton’s labors in the individual-differences domain, like 
those of most all such investigators, concerned prediction of perfor- 
mance during a first testing episode. From personal discussions with 
him, I know him to have been well aware that the predictors of sus- 
tained performance might be different from those for initial success. 
To effectively pursue the agenda he has placed before us, we need 
to investigate the predictors of long-term, sustained performance. 
(That individuals can sustain performance across time and tasks was 
suggested by the Honorton-Ferrari precognition meta-analysis, dis- 
cussed earlier under “Rabbits Will Be Rabbits!”.) 

4. On the basis of Honorton’s individual-difference findings, it 
might be easy to suppose that making rabbit stew is as easy as being 
sure one locates rabbits instead of hares — that one must simply get 
the right persons into one’s laboratory. 

It is almost certainly not that simple. The “right person” can come 
into a laboratory, but if circumstances there are not suitable, his or 
her behavior might not be as expected. He or she might not produce 
successful ESP-task performance. 

Honorton did not investigate in a formal way, over a sustained 
period, what a psi-conducive laboratory might be like but he certainly 
investigated this informally. Honorton et al. (1990) make it clear that 
humanistic considerations are of primary importance in conducting 
a successful ganzfeld-ESP study. The section on “Participant Orien- 
tation” provides glimpses of a social setting that should help each 
person to do his or her best. It makes clear that the things that are 
said and done by the experimenter depend in considerable part on 
the reactions of the individual subject to the information being sup- 
plied (e.g., whether or not the subject becomes anxious about per- 
formance). Parapsychologists have known these things at least since 
the days of J. B. Rhine, but Honorton may have known them better 
than any of us. 

Social psychologists have discussed similar concerns in their re- 
search. Elliot Aronson, a leading social psychologist, has for years 
taught — as I learned in coursework with him in the late ’60s — and 
stated in his writings that trying to bring individuals to a common 
desired understanding of the research situation, far from being un- 
scientific, is part of what is essential to a successful study (see, e.g., 
Aronson, Ellsworth, Carlsmith, 8c Gonzales, 1990, chap. 7). This 
means, in part, that there is a genuine effort to communicate with 
and to one’s participants, not a rigid set of words that are uttered 
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when they enter the laboratory. In a similar spirit, Honorton (1991) 
emphasized that we must not confuse rigor and rigidity in our lab- 
oratory work. The former is possible without the latter, but with too 
much of the latter, all the rigor in the world may count little. 

Honorton (1991) appreciated the vulnerability of participants in 
a study such as ganzfeld and urged investigators to make them in- 
dividually feel safe and comfortable and to motivate them toward the 
desired goal. Without these, he said, "... there is really no reason why 
you should expect success” (p. 74). 

Stated differently, Honorton’s successful participants (e.g., FPs 
and those with prior experience) were successful in a given kind of 
situation, the excellent social environment that participants experi- 
enced in his laboratory. It is gratuitous to assume that that type of 
person necessarily would be successful in a different situation. 

Honorton et al. (1990) also convey the impression that the job of 
the successful ganzfeld researcher is, in major part, one of persuasive 
communication, communication that convinces the participants of the 
likelihood of success, that motivates them, and that reassures those 
with anxieties. If my experience as a percipient and as an agent at 
Honorton’s laboratory is typical, the participant gained the impression 
that he or she was the focus of interest for the moment, instead of 
that focus being a long-range research objective or a study per se. It 
was a bit like a friend inviting you to go on a little adventure with 
him or her, one that promised both excitement and fun. 


Enhancement Paradigms 

The previous discussion might leave the impression that the driv- 
ing force behind Honorton’s parapsychological research was individ- 
ual differences. That would be misleading. Most of his individual- 
differences work was done in the context of a test environment in- 
tended to foster ESP-task performance. Examples already discussed 
include: hypnosis, hypnotic dreaming, and ganzfeld. The additional 
enhancement paradigms explored by Honorton in his ESP work in- 
cluded: training sensitivity to extrasensory cues, training alpha 
rhythms to enhance ESP, and partial sensory deprivation. 

Attempted Insight Training 


Given Honorton’s intense interest in what he termed “internal 
sensitivity,” a logical step was to explore whether research participants 
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could, through feedback training, learn to discriminate correct and 
incorrect ESP-test responses. This he did in a total of four series of 
studies reported in three publications (Honorton, 1970, 1971; Mc- 
Callam 8c Honorton, 1973). This potentially very important research 
also inspired work by others (Jackson, Franzoi, & Schmeidler, 1977; 
Kreiman & Ivnisky, 1973). 

Conceptually, Honorton’s is perhaps the most important work 
done in efforts to train ESP performance through immediate trial- 
by-trial feedback about ESP-task success. It was intended to get at the 
heart of what was supposed to be trained through such procedures: 
insight about discriminating psi from nonpsi cues. 

The ideal evidence for the supposition that such feedback leads 
to insight would seemingly be a combination of (a) enhanced ESP- 
task performance because of feedback and (b) evidence that this en- 
hanced performance truly derives from increased insight into the 
correctness of response (i.e., increased discriminability of hits from 
misses). The latter was the special concern of Honorton’s series of 
studies, but the guiding hypothesis seems to suggest that both kinds 
of evidence should be forthcoming. 

Honorton’s motivation for such work was enhanced by the follow- 
ing considerations: (a) ESP-test subjects can have insight into their 
success or lack of it on given trials, as reflected in confidence-call 
accuracy (see Honorton, 1970, p. 405); (b) confidence calls have use- 
fulness with sensory stimuli so weak that they appear to be beyond 
the recognition threshold (see relevant citation and Discussion, Hon- 
orton, 1971, p. 160); (c) unconscious physiological processes can be 
trained through biofeedback (Discussion in Honorton, 1970); and (d) 
given the above, the accuracy of confidence calls in ESP tests might 
represent discrimination of psi-mediated and non-psi-mediated in- 
ternal cues, rather than simply a second act of ESP. If it did, ESP 
might be trainable because subjects might be taught to discriminate 
extrasensory from nonextrasensory cues, despite skepticism by some 
parapsychologists of the Rhineian school who felt that ESP should be 
untrainable because of its being unconscious. 

In typical work of this kind by Honorton (and by those who tried 
to replicate), unselected subjects did three runs with confidence calls 
(no trial-by-trial feedback), then three runs with trial-by-trial feedback 
about success, and finally three runs with confidence calls (no trial- 
by-trial feedback). The objective was to learn whether the accuracy 
of confidence calls (i.e., of trials for which the subject indicated con- 
fidence of success by making a check mark on the record) was en- 
hanced following this set of feedback runs. (On confidence-call runs, 
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the experimenter requested between 3 and 7 confidence “checks,” 
indications of greater confidence for particular trials, per 25-trial run. 
An average of 5 such checks per run was specifically requested.) A 
control group had the same pattern of testing, but the feedback during 
the middle set of 3 runs was bogus. For those runs, the experimenter 
indicated success for each trial that immediately followed a successful 
trial. 

Of the five studies (Honorton, 1970, 1971; Jackson, Franzoi, & 
Schmeidler, 1977; Kreiman 8c Ivnisky, 1973; McCallam 8c Honorton, 
1973) using this or a very similar paradigm, three allegedly showed 
a significant increase in the proportion of correct confidence calls 
(Honorton, 1970, 1971; McCallam & Honorton, 1973). (“Allegedly” 
is appropriate because of a problematic statistical computation having 
been used to support this central claim.) Of these five studies, three 
showed a significant increase in ESP-task performance from the pre- 
to post-feedback periods (Honorton, 1970; Kreiman 8c Ivnisky, 1973; 
McCallam & Honorton, 1973). There will be no further comment 
here on the Kreiman- Ivnisky (1973) work because only an abstract is 
available to me. 

Jackson, Franzoi, and Schmeidler (1977) had done a “systematic” 
(nonexact) replication of this work — one with two pre-feedback con- 
fidence-call runs, two feedback runs, and two post-feedback confi- 
dence-call runs (as contrasted with Honorton’s three in each case) — 
and found what they believed was evidence of significantly negative 
performance on the pre-feedback confidence calls. They checked to 
see if Honorton had found that, too, but in none of his reports had 
he published the proportion of success with confidence calls for the 
pre- and post-feedback periods. At their request, Honorton supplied 
the relevant data for his published work, namely, means, f-test out- 
comes, and related p values for pre- and post-feedback, confidence- 
call means relative to (what Honorton had erroneously treated as 
being) MCE. Jackson et al. (1977) reported the means supplied by 
Honorton, as well as whether each such mean differed reliably from 
(what they, too, erroneously treated as being) MCE. They concluded 
that two of the three studies by Honorton confirmed their own finding 
of significantly poor performance on pre-feedback confidence calls. 
They also noted that they had found only one case of significant 
accuracy in post-feedback confidence calls; it was in Honorton’s work. 
This suggested to them that the real effect tended to be one of reliably 
inaccurate confidence calls before feedback, but no clear evidence of 
accuracy in confidence calls after feedback. Jackson et al. (1977) 
seemed to interpret this as due to demand characteristics (or, perhaps, 
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an experimenter effect). If it is obvious to the participant that a pre- 
and post-feedback difference in confidence-call accuracy is to be ex- 
pected, then it makes sense to do poorly on the pretest. 

Unfortunately, some of the analyses of Jackson et al. (1977) on 
their own data and on those supplied by Honorton are problematic. 
True MCE for accuracy of confidence calls is equivalent to the hit 
rate (on the ESP test) for the experimental condition being studied, 
but this was not considered in these analyses. Instead, MCE for ac- 
curacy of confidence calls was taken to be the hit probability if ESP 
were not operating. (Schechter et al., 1975, noted this problem in 
criticizing Honorton’s later work on imagery.) 

It is not possible to do a full, proper analysis of Honorton’s data 
(for pre- and post-feedback conditions) because we lack information 
on (a) the number of confidence calls in a given phase of the study, 
(b) the number of correct such calls for that phase, and (c) perfor- 
mance of individual participants. Also, Honorton does not report in 
his 1971 paper the ESP-test hit rate by phase of study. This makes it 
impossible to estimate MCE for confidence calls for that study. For 
the other studies (except the pilot study of Honorton, 1970, which 
also must be ignored because of lack of any useful data for this pur- 
pose), MCE for confidence calls can be computed because we can 
compute the hit rate on the ESP task, and we have available the average 
confidence-call hit rates per study phase (supplied by Honorton to 
Jackson et al., 1977, reported therein). If we then assume that subjects 
made five confidence calls per run as suggested by the experimenter, 
we can use this with the above information to compute a critical ratio 
(z score) for the observed difference of empirical and theoretical con- 
fidence-call success. This is an approximation because of having to 
estimate the number of confidence calls made in a given phase, but 
the estimated number should not be far from the mark. 

Table 1 provides the z scores thus computed for the three studies 
for which adequate information was available. 

The tabled figures make it clear that, just as suggested by Jackson 
et al. (1977), the statistically meaningful effects in this work appear 
to be erroneous confidence calling in the pre-feedback period. This 
effect is significant when outcomes are pooled across the studies for 
which the analysis was possible. Unlike the analyses reported by Jack- 
son et al. (1977), these have considered the empirical hit rate in com- 
puting mean chance expectation for confidence calls. The tabled data 
should discourage any claim that the feedback has resulted in statis- 
tically meaningful insights about judgments of accuracy. Jackson et 
al. (1977) maintain that (on the basis of data supplied to them by 
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Table 1 

Actual or Estimated z Scores for Confidence-Call Accuracy, 
Compared with Chance Accuracy, for Pre- and Post-Feedback 
Conditions 



Accuracy 

No. of 



Actual 

Chance 

calls 

score 

Honorton 1970) 
Pre-feedback cond. 

.097 

.157 

(150) 

(-2.03) 

Post- feedback cond. 

.236 

.211 

(135) 

(+0.72) 

Jackson et al. (1977) 
Pre-feedback cond. 

.150 

.198 

150 

- 1.48 

Post-feedback cond. 

.177 

.191 

158 

-0.44 

McCallam et al. (1973) 
Pre-feedback cond. 

.127 

.177 

(210) 

(-1.91) 

Post-feedback cond. 

.196 

.236 

(210) 

(-1.36) 

Meta-analysis (Stouffer) 
method 

Pre-feedback cond. 
Post-feedback cond. 




-3.13* 
- 0.62 b 


Note: The data in parentheses are the estimated values. The chance accuracy for 
confidence calls is the proportion of ESP-task hits under the condition in question. 
a p < .002, two-tailed (Stouffer method, Rosenthal, 1991). 
b p = .54, two-tailed (Stouffer method, Rosenthal, 1991). 

Honorton) Honorton’s 1971 study, and it alone, did find pre-feedback 
confidence calling that was not significantly inaccurate and post-con- 
fidence-call accuracy that was significantly above mean chance expec- 
tation. This statement was (apparently) based on a computation that 
did not consider the empirical ESP-test hit rate for the given test 
phases in question. Apparently, .20 was assumed as the hit rate, and 
this might again have led to erroneous statistical inference. 

Also, Honorton’s own contrasts of pre- and post-feedback confi- 
dence-call accuracy failed to consider that mean chance expectation 
for confidence calls is the proportion of hits in the runs being called. 
Honorton’s statistical analyses in this domain therefore contain an 
error that brings into question his conclusions from this entire line 
of research. 

The following finding (my computation, based on data reported 
in McCallam 8c Honorton, 1973) illustrates the fallacy of inferring 
learned insight from pre- to post-feedback changes in confidence-call 
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accuracy without considering the changes in MCE for confidence-call 
accuracy that occur when the ESP hit rate changes. Across the four 
experimental groups in the McCallam-Honorton (1973) study, the 
objective shift in pre- to post-feedback percentage of confidence-call 
success is strongly correlated with the shift in ESP-test hit rates from 
pre- to post-feedback; r = + .96 ,p< .04, two-tailed (my computation). 
This correlation occurs despite a lack of evidence from the study 
(noted by McCallam 8c Honorton, 1973, p. 85) in support of the 
discriminative learning hypothesis. 

As far as I can determine, the only legitimate conclusion from this 
line of work is that (at least for the reports for which my analysis was 
possible) there is a significant tendency for participants to be inac- 
curate in making confidence calls during the pre-feedback period. 
Jackson et al. (1977) published essentially this conclusion long ago, 
and my own analyses, with corrected MCE, sustain it. Interpretation 
of this finding would have been easier had comparable information 
been available for Honorton’s control conditions. 

For the reason just indicated, the feedback work with confidence 
calls demonstrates nothing about discriminative learning of extrasen- 
sory cues. This caveat subsumes the effort (McCallam & Honorton, 
1973) to show that participants’ subjective descriptions of the bases 
of their confidence calls were related to pre- to post-feedback differ- 
ences in confidence-call accuracy. The objective in these analyses ap- 
parently was to see whether subjects who attended to particular types 
of cues (or combinations of cues) were more successful in gaining 
insight as a result of feedback. To interpret such findings, we would 
need to know about the pre- to post-feedback ESP-task performance 
of subjects who reported specific types of cues as being associated with 
confidence calls. The problem, again, is that these authors’ analysis 
ignored the effect of hit rate on confidence-call success. 

Because of the wasted time and effort involved in doing these 
several studies, it is unfortunate that Honorton did not discern this 
problem in his statistical analyses. After R. Schechter et al. (1975) 
pointed out this fallacy in connection with his confidence-call analyses 
of data from high and low imagers, Honorton never again committed 
this error. 

Training of EEG Alpha Rhythms 

Honorton (1969b) observed, as had some earlier investigators (see 
his review), that forced-choice ESP-task performance correlated sig- 


Honorton’s Process-Relevant Research 


155 


nificantly with a measure of the percentage of time each subject 
showed occipital alpha rhythms during ESP testing (percent-time al- 
pha). He showed, also, that significant psi-hitting was associated with 
high-alpha runs and that subjects above the median in alpha pro- 
duction scored significantly higher than those below the median. He 
felt that this supported the idea that a relaxed, somewhat passive 
mental state favored above-chance ESP-task performance. He also 
noted that the runs with a lower percent-time alpha showed an equally 
strong tendency toward psi-missing. Perhaps, he surmised, this was 
due to cognitive distortion because of the mental activity that desyn- 
chronized alpha. Honorton noted that psi researchers in other fields 
had recently demonstrated the possibility of training subjects to pro- 
duce a higher abundance of alpha rhythms; the next step in the 
research therefore might profitably be to use feedback techniques to 
train alpha in the hope that this would enhance ESP-task performance. 
He also noted the desirability of using subjects’ self-reports to assess 
alterations in awareness during the alpha training and ESP testing. 
Perhaps the relationship of alpha abundance to ESP-task performance 
would depend on the presence of an altered state of awareness. 

His next study (Honorton 8c Carbone, 1971) involved an alpha- 
training paradigm and ESP testing. The results of this study must 
have been very disappointing: Alpha training was not successful, and 
all Honorton had to show that might be parapsychologically relevant 
was a significantly negative correlation between ESP-task performance 
and alpha during periods without alpha feedback. This was roughly 
comparable in magnitude, but opposite in direction, to the positive 
alpha-ESP correlation he had found (1969b) that had inspired this 
study. (Honorton and Carbone noted, though, that his earlier study 
had involved a between-subjects comparison, whereas their study had 
involved a within-subjects comparison.) Despite these disappointing 
outcomes, Honorton persevered with the biofeedback approach. 

The subsequent alpha-feedback study (Honorton, Davidson, 8c 
Bindler, 1971) did much to redress the earlier failure and to move 
beyond it. Apart from its importance for parapsychology, this study 
made contributions to the emerging science of biofeedback and, more 
generally, to psychophysiology. These aspects were presented at the 
annual meeting of the Bio-Feedback Research Society, New Orleans, 
November 23, 1970. With this biofeedback-ESP work, Honorton 
made contributions to parapsychological and nonparapsychological 
science — the latter will not be reviewed here — and cultivated rela- 
tionships with nonparapsychologists. Here is a model that other para 
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psychologists could profitably emulate: Design studies so they can 
make contributions both to parapsychology and to areas of traditional 
psychology (or other sciences). 

His earlier failure (Honorton 8c Carbone, 1971) to find evidence 
of successful alpha-feedback training had led Honorton to believe 
that his training regimen had been too lengthy. In the Honorton, 
Davidson, and Bindler (1971) study, subjects were selected who 
showed at least 10% alpha in an initial baseline period. (Rationale: 
How can you train a response that is not there to train?) They then 
were trained for alpha control in a single session. Honorton’s interest 
in internal states and his conviction that physiological measures alone 
cannot adequately specify internal state caused him to incorporate 
state-report ratings into this study. Convergent operations were nec- 
essary, he believed, for the specification of state. He also included a 
postexperimental interview about internal experiences and feelings 
related to state. ESP testing, which was done on the day following 
alpha training, involved four ESP runs with attempted alpha gener- 
ation and four with attempted alpha suppression. State reports were 
elicited at the end of each ESP run. They were also elicited during 
the alpha-training session at the end of both trial and rest periods. 

Honorton et al. (1971) carefully documented (a) significant evi- 
dence of alpha training during the first session and (b) significantly 
more alpha during generation than during suppression periods at 
the time of ESP testing (with alpha feedback during each run). Also, 
there was evidence that state reports were related to percent-time 
alpha when results were pooled across generation and suppression 
periods (although the latter makes these results difficult to interpret). 
The guns seemed loaded for rabbit! 

The Honorton et al. (1971) study was a well-conceived, sophisti- 
cated initial study in a difficult area, a study far ahead of anything 
previous in this area. The comments that follow are intended simply 
to show what would have to be done to clarify the interpretation of 
a study such as this and what would be needed to build effectively on 
the study’s foundation. 

Interpretation of the reported alpha-state relationship, including 
its relevance to ESP-task performance, is clouded by the fact that all 
participants, even during ESP testing, had external sensory feedback 
about alpha abundance. Judgments of state might have been influ- 
enced by the presence or absence of the alpha-feedback tone, instead 
of by inner experience and feelings. Judgments of state, as noted 
earlier, are attributional in character. Instructions emphasized their 
being made promptly, without reflection. It would be surprising if 
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state reports were not influenced by the presence or absence of the 
alpha-feedback tone (perhaps in interaction with knowledge of the 
generate-suppress instructions). These considerations suggest the 
need for certain control groups if the data are to be interpreted clearly, 
but this is not the place to discuss the nature of those groups. The 
design that was used did not address the potentially serious problem 
of reactivity that inheres in state-report investigations. It also did not 
address the possibility that the parapsychological findings might have 
been mediated by expectancies generated by subjects’ reflections on 
their state-related attributions (state reports), rather than by state per 
se. 

Although ESP-task performance did not vary significantly as a 
function of the alpha suppression and generation instructions, it did, 
as hypothesized, vary as a joint function of the suppression-generation 
manipulation and whether participants, under those circumstances, 
reported themselves in a high or low state of internalization of atten- 
tion. No formal test of the interaction was done, but there does appear 
to have been an interaction. Although the highest ESP-task perfor- 
mance was found, as anticipated, for subjects who experienced a high 
internalization level (high state) during alpha generation, the only 
statistically significant combination of these circumstances was when 
subjects tried to generate alpha but reported themselves as in a low 
level of internalized attention. Perhaps the poor ESP-task perfor- 
mance here occurred because the subject believed himself or herself 
to be in a state clearly contrary to the investigator’s expectations and 
intentions but nonetheless had to do an ESP task. The psi-missing 
here might be due to negative expectations. One way to check on this 
would be to examine expectations generated by the various combi- 
nations of instructions (generate or suppress) and reported internal 
state (high or low). 

A subsequent within-subjects analysis was based on a very different 
kind of breakdown. Honorton et al. (1971) compared within-subject 
performance for suppression and generation periods, but they did 
this analysis separately for three groups of subjects: those with (a) 
high state reports in both conditions, (b) low state reports in both 
conditions, and (c) high state reports in generation and low state 
reports in suppression. The mean ESP score farthest below MCE was 
that of participants who had low state reports under alpha-generation 
instructions (and who also happened to have had low state reports 
under suppression). ESP-task performance was significantly below 
MCE here (measured by CR based on trials). (No subjects gave low 
state reports under generation and high state reports under suppres- 
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sion.) The mean ESP score farthest above MCE was for participants 
who had high state reports under alpha-generation instructions (and 
who also happened to have had low state reports under suppression). 
ESP-task performance was significantly above MCE here (measured 
by CR based on trials). It is reasonable to suppose that expectations 
for ESP-task performance were very low for subjects in the former 
circumstance and maximal for those in the latter, given the demand 
characteristics of the situation. Whether state factors or expectancy 
factors (or some other factors or combination of factors) provide the 
best explanation of this pattern of outcomes cannot presently be de- 
termined. 

Honorton et al. (1971) used postexperimental interview data to 
examine whether participants had had certain types of altered-states- 
related experiences (e.g., body-image changes, somatic effects, or 
quasi-hallucinatory experiences) during the study. They showed that 
participants with such experiences (apparently, during alpha gener- 
ation) had significantly higher mean ESP-task performance under 
generation than under suppression. Although this group’s alpha-gen- 
eration ESP mean was above MCE and its alpha-suppression ESP 
mean was below MCE, both effects were of similar magnitude. If we 
assume that this group’s odd experiences occurred during generation, 
as seems likely, the results fit nicely with the idea that expectancy 
might have meditated the effects. 

The Honorton et al. (1971) study was at the forefront of research 
for the period and was well conceived. It brought together alpha 
biofeedback, EEG recording, state reports (during and after testing), 
and ESP testing. It was an ambitious project. Like many ground- 
breaking studies in diverse areas of behavioral science it raises more 
questions than it answers. No single study that is breaking new ground 
can be expected to resolve every potential ambiguity. 

Partial Sensory Deprivation 

As a study of ESP-task performance in a (partial) sensory-depri- 
vation setting, the work of Honorton, Drucker, and Hermon (1973) 
was a direct predecessor of Honorton’s later ganzfeld research. It 
must have encouraged him to move in that direction. It was also, 
empirically and conceptually, a follow-up of the Honorton et al. (1971) 
alpha-feedback study discussed in the preceding paragraph. Hon- 
orton et al. (1973), though, attempted to use sensory deprivation to 
produce an internal-attention state. 
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Honorton well knew that individuals would respond differently 
to this partial-sensory-deprivation situation, that some would tend 
much more strongly than others to enter an internally focused state. 
If entering such a state should be important to ESP-task perfor- 
mance, a measure of the internal direction of attention (or shift in 
direction) would be needed to predict such performance. Conse- 
quently, Honorton used the same state-report scale that he had suc- 
cessfully used in earlier work and had found to be related both to 
physiological measures and ESP-task performance (Honorton, 
1972b; Honorton et al., 1971). 

The blindfolded participant was strapped into a suspended 
metal cradle that was slowly rotated by the experimenter at the start 
of the session; thereafter, more subtle movement continued as a re- 
sult of movements of the subject’s body (largely unintentional ones). 
The telepathic agent, who was housed in another room, looked at 
the target picture only during the last ten minutes of the session. 
Apparently, this was done to give the participant time to enter an 
altered state before the agent began transmission. State reports were 
elicited every five minutes during the 30-minute session. The subject 
reported mentation only at the end of the procedure. Mentation was 
elicited, at session’s end, through an interview of the participant by 
the experimenter. There were 30 participants, a substantial study. 

The ESP-test procedure here left something to be desired in 
three respects: (a) A duplicate copy of the target was not used for 
judging. Fortunately, there was no contact between the target and 
the participant before judging; (b) although the target was chosen 
randomly, the seven foils or control pictures (to be judged, along 
with the target, for similarity to mentation) were not thus chosen. 
Honorton selected them, ad libitum at the end of each session, to 
be different from one another and from the target; (c) Honorton 
then shuffled the eight pictures himself (albeit face down). These 
features raise questions about the adequacy of the design as a study 
of ESP. 

Judging was done by the participant, who, blind to the identity 
of the target, ranked the eight pictures for degree of correspon- 
dence with mentation. A hit was later scored if the participants gave 
any one of the top four (of eight) correspondence rankings to the 
target. The level of success across participants was not significant, 
but those with above-mean state reports showed significant psi-hit- 
ting, whereas those below that mean were slightly below MCE. Com- 
parable results were found when subjects above and below the mean 
on state-report shift (from the first to the last ten minutes of the 
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session) were compared. Honorton did not report whether the high- 
and low-state (or shift) groups scored significantly differently on the 
ESP task, but with ESP-task hit or miss as the predictor variable, 
mean-state shift was significantly different for hitters and missers. 
The ESP results here are remarkably parallel to the state (and es- 
pecially to the state-shift) results in earlier studies by Honorton and 
colleagues (Honorton, 1972b; Honorton, Davidson, 8c Bindler, 
1971). 

The Honorton et al. (1973) findings relating state shift (and state 
per se) to ESP-task performance are not easy to interpret. They 
might reflect a true relationship between the degree of development 
of an internal-attention state and ESP-task performance, just as 
Honorton seemed to think. On the other hand, the proper inter- 
pretation of these findings remains in limbo. Having to give state 
reports might be central to what was found here. In other words, 
the effect might have been mediated by expectations, rather than by 
state per se, and those expectations might themselves have been in- 
fluenced by the attributional act required to give state reports. Hon- 
orton, through diverse replications of the state-related effects, has 
posed an important agenda for future process-oriented work. Fu- 
ture empirical work might best be guided by process-oriented meta- 
analysis of this domain. 

Honorton did not tarry to sort out what might be happening 
here. He moved ahead to developing and refining work in the ganz- 
feld. That work logically followed from the ideas guiding his earlier 
work on internal-attention states and from its success. The ganzfeld 
work did little to clarify the reason(s) for its own ESP success (with 
the exception of the evidence, discussed earlier, about individual 
differences and ESP-task performance). Instead, Honorton busied 
himself with providing evidence for replicability within a paradigm 
and for strengthening that evidence against nonparapsychological 
interpretations. These facts say much, in my view, about the moti- 
vation that drove him to his great productivity. He was interested in 
having rabbit stew and providing others with the necessary steps for 
having it themselves. His not having resolved the interpretation of 
his state-shift findings before moving to the ganzfeld paradigm sug- 
gests, not that he was unaware of the ambiguities in the state-shift 
work, but that he probably was more interested in having rabbit 
stew than in clarifying rabbit psychology. 

Process-Relevant Work in Ganzfeld 

Although the ganzfeld work of Honorton seemed directed more 
at replicability within a paradigm than at understanding process, 
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some of the ganzfeld findings warrant consideration here because 
of their possible relevance to process. 

Stimulation level. In Honorton’s automated ganzfeld work the 
participant was allowed, at the beginning of the session, to set both 
the level of noise heard through the headset and the intensity of the 
light used to illuminate the acetate hemispheres over the eyes (see 
details in Honorton et al., 1990). Honorton et al. (1990) reported 
the point-biserial correlations between the levels of these variables 
that the subject set for a given session and whether the ESP outcome 
was a direct hit. These correlations did not differ significantly from 
zero, despite their being based on hundreds of sessions. 

What this reveals about process is far from clear. First, the sta- 
tistical model used was linear, and there might have been a nonlin- 
ear function relating these variables to ESP-task performance. Sec- 
ond, the noise-light aspects of stimulation level were set by the 
subject, not by experimental manipulation. Traits of participants 
(e.g., Geen, 1984, regarding Extraversion and preferred level of 
stimulation) might have influenced their preference for stimulation 
level. What resulted might have been an optimal level for that per- 
son in that setting. This alone might virtually have insured no re- 
lationship between stimulation level and success. Honorton et al. 
(1990) reported a very substantial and significant positive correla- 
tion between the noise and light settings. This is compatible with the 
suggestion above that participant trait(s) or individual differences 
affected choice of stimulation level. Wisely, Honorton and col- 
leagues did not attempt to interpret these null correlations under 
these circumstances. 

Allowing participants to select their own stimulation level — as 
Honorton did — might be important to ganzfeld ESP-task success. 
Each participant would thus be able to optimize his or her stimula- 
tion level for the setting at hand, and this might reduce the degree 
to which the individual differences would interact with the test sit- 
uation (see Stanford, Frank, Kass, 8c Skoll, 1989, for discussion of 
this rationale). Consequently, subject choice of stimulation level 
should reduce error variance in the data. It is possible that this free- 
dom to adjust stimulation level was important to the overall success 
of the ganzfeld paradigm, an overall success that Honorton did not 
have with some of the other paradigms (e.g., the partial-sensory- 
deprivation cradle; Honorton et al., 1973). Having said this much, 
it is well to note that the roles of the noise and light levels in ganz- 
feld-ESP work remain unclarified because these variables were not 
experimentally manipulated and then examined for their potential 
interaction with relevant individual differences. It is again clear that 
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Honorton was more interested in having rabbit stew than in study- 
ing rabbit psychology. 

Dynamic versus static targets. The work contrasting dynamic and 
static targets may be one of Honorton’s most important contribu- 
tions to process-oriented parapsychology. Dynamic targets, in the 
ganzfeld work, consisted of short video segments; static targets were 
still pictures. In the automated ganzfeld work the former targets 
were associated with significant success at a high level; the latter, 
with nonsignificant performance (Honorton et al., 1990). Honorton 
et al. (1990) found a large and significant point-biserial correlation 
between series effect size and target type. They also noted what 
seemed to them a comparable effect in the earlier ganzfeld series, 
those included in Honorton’s meta-analysis (1985). The contrast 
there was between stereoscopic View Master slide reels and single pic- 
tures or slides. The former presents several slides all centered on a 
common theme. Honorton et al. (1990) regarded the former as dy- 
namic targets, the latter as static. Although they did not discuss the 
matter in this particular way, a basis for arguing the comparability 
of the truly dynamic (video) targets and the View Master reel targets 
is that both insure a temporally changing range of simulation for 
the agent. The dynamic targets, thus broadly defined, were associ- 
ated with significantly larger effect sizes in both the automated ganz- 
feld series and in the meta-analysis database. Honorton et al. (1990) 
argued that this “evidence strongly indicates that dynamic targets 
are more accurately retrieved than static targets’’ (p. 129). 

I am not sure whether the statement just quoted was intended 
to imply a theoretical interpretation of this finding (e.g., that the 
effect is due to greater extrasensory encodability for dynamic tar- 
gets). In any event, the interpretation of this finding is decidedly 
ambiguous. 

In some of the work involved in this contrast, either dynamic or 
static targets alone were used in a given series, and the experimen- 
ter (and conceivably the research participant) knew ahead of time 
which target type was being used. This might have provided oppor- 
tunity for experimenter effects (expectations) to play a role, perhaps 
mediated by nonverbal or even verbal manifestations of enthusiasm 
and confidence that might have been communicated to the research 
participant. If subjects were informed about target type ahead of 
time, that, too, might have played a role. Even in series in which 
both types of targets were used, I have been unable to ascertain 
from published sources that both experimenter and subject were 
fully blind about the nature of the target, although my recollection 
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(personal communication from Honorton) is that this was the case 
in some series. It is unfortunate that Honorton et al. (1990) did not 
adequately clarify these matters, given the emphasis on the target- 
type findings in their discussion. Meta-analysis might profitably have 
been used to show whether blindness affected the relationship be- 
tween hitting and target type. Additional experimental work is war- 
ranted in which both experimenter and subject-expectancy effects 
are rigorously controlled. 

A potential competing explanation for the superior performance 
with dynamic targets might involve active-agent telepathy. As noted 
above, both the video segments and the View Master reels provide 
for the agent a changing set of images. A possible factor in the 
greater success with dynamic targets might be that when a given im- 
age changes, the agent is no longer mentally focusing on the former 
one. There is suggestive (nonquantitadve) evidence from older work 
relevant to telepathy that an image is more likely to be received by 
the percipient when it is not in the conscious focus of the agent, and 
there is even the suggestion that information that has recently left 
the focus of consciousness of the telepathic agent might be partic- 
ularly effective (e.g., Warcollier, 1938, and various other sources as 
cited in Stanford, 1974). It is conceivable that dynamic targets gain 
some of their efficacy by allowing the agent to release conscious at- 
tention from target elements (without feeling intimidated by having 
done so). This possibility warrants investigation, though it is pres- 
ently speculative and is based on nonexperimental, nonquantitadve 
evidence. 

Nonparapsychological work by Marcel (1980) involving back- 
ward-masked primes suggests that preconsciously presented verbal 
stimuli semantically prime all their related meanings, which is not 
true of verbal stimuli presented consciously as primes. If this result 
should hold for pictorial as well as verbal stimuli, this might explain 
why pictorial stimuli recently, but not presently, in the conscious fo- 
cus of the agent seem to be effectively transmitted. (It might also 
suggest that stimuli presented “subliminally” to the agent would be 
particularly well retrieved; see later discussion of the work of Smith, 
Tremmel, 8c Honorton, 1976.) With the target being presented out- 
side the constraints of focused attention, diverse associations may be 
activated in the agent, and this may increase the chance that a cor- 
responding trace might be activated in the percipient. Perhaps this 
adds some credibility to the idea that the greater proficiency of dy- 
namic targets lies in the domain of how they affect the agent. Dy- 
namic targets serially stimulate the agent, perhaps encouraging this 
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rich form of preconscious processing of the material that has re- 
cently disappeared (to be replaced by the next scene or phase of 
movement). 

Another possibility is that dynamic targets are more interesting, 
involving, and motivating for the agent. Perhaps dynamic targets 
are more thoroughly processed by the agent. 

There are several considerations that support the possibility of a 
percipient-based effect of such targets. On the basis of his telepathy 
work, Warcollier (1963) felt strongly that moving objects (albeit 
those depicted statically) made particularly good targets, and he dis- 
cussed this matter at some length. If there is a percipient-based (as 
opposed to a telepathic-agent-based) efficacy to dynamic targets, 
might the efficacy of dynamic targets (or static targets suggesting 
dynamism) derive from their capacity to garner attention? This is 
one possibility, but there are others. 

Motion has diverse functions in perception, including its impor- 
tantance for perceptually differentiating figure and ground (Seku- 
ler, Anstis, Braddick, Brandt, Movshon, & Orban, 1990). This fea- 
ture of visual perception might itself be a reason for superiority of 
dynamic images, as in video images. It might make a moving figure 
stand out relative to the background. 

Motion that differentiates figure from ground would not appear 
relevant to the success obtained with View Master reels. What might 
be important there is that figure and ground are especially distinct, 
as perceived by the agent, thanks to the stereoscopic nature of the 
image. 

The superiority of dynamic targets also might be due to the 
judging process. One judgment-related possibility is that any en- 
hancement of figure-ground discriminability might aid judging. Let 
us assume that ESP is occurring in the ganzfeld sessions, as seems 
reasonable (Honorton, 1985; Honorton et al., 1990). Discriminating 
the target from the foils (control pictures) might be easier with dy- 
namic targets because the mentation-target (or mentation-foil) cor- 
respondences might be more detectable or noticeable when figures 
stand out from the ground (because of motion or stereoscopic prop- 
erties). Even if the effect were mediated by some mechanism other 
than figure-ground relationships (e.g., by enhanced interest in the 
depicted materials), the consequences might be created during judg- 
ing, instead of, or in addition to, any effects on psi-mediated encod- 
ing. Dynamic targets might, for example, more strongly interest and 
motivate judges. If ESP were occurring, this would lead to superi- 
ority for dynamic targets. 

Honorton’s exciting work on dynamic versus static targets cries 
out for follow-up and extension. It could lead to some of the most 
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theoretically rich and interesting work ever undertaken in parapsy- 
chology. It might even provide conceptual links with findings in sen- 
sory-perceptual or cognitive psychology. If so, Honorton’s abiding 
interest in forging links between parapsychology and psychology 
would have been realized in a highly meaningful way. 

Work with direct relevance to the role of the telepathic agent. Smith, 
Tremmel, and Honorton (1976) compared information retrieval 
rates for ESP subjects in ganzfeld and for telepathic agents who sen- 
sorially viewed the target for only one millisecond. The targets here 
were drawn from the special target series developed by Honorton 
(1975a) to allow more objective determination of the rate of infor- 
mation retrieval than could be had in traditional free-response 
work. Each of the 1,024 targets in the series included each of 10 
content categories, either present or absent, on a random-permuta- 
tion basis. Thus, an ESP score could be developed for each partici- 
pant, one ranging from 0 to 10 bits correct. This target system was 
used for a relatively brief time in Honorton’s work, but he eventu- 
ally seemed to become disenchanted with it, perhaps because of the 
artificiality of the stimuli involved. In the Smith et al. (1976) study 
it was found that the retrieval rates for ESP and for weak sensory 
stimulation were similar, with the latter only slightly higher. 

An important feature of this study was a manipulation of 
whether the agent received the aforementioned weak stimulation 
from the target or viewed it normally for 10 minutes. The perci- 
pient was not told which agent-stimulation condition was being 
used. Weak sensory stimulation for the agent was associated with 
significant retrieval by the percipient. Retrieval by the percipient did 
not approach significance with 10-minute exposures for the agent. 
This set of findings is reminiscent of Warcollier’s findings that in- 
formation not in the conscious focus of the agent was particularly 
likely to be transmitted. Here was a very interesting manipulation 
that held potential for understanding the role of the agent. So far 
as I know, this set of findings was not followed up. Honorton was 
the last of the three authors of this report, and I do not know what 
role, if any, he played in the planning of this study. 

Miscellaneous Process-Relevant Work 


Social Factors 

The meta-analysis of forced-choice precognition studies by Hon- 
orton and Ferrari (1989) hinted at a possible social-psychological ef- 
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feet. Studies that tested subjects in groups showed significantly 
smaller effect sizes than those that tested them individually. Perhaps 
testing persons in groups creates less of a sense of responsibility for 
the overall outcome — a “Let George (or Jill) do it” mentality — by 
analogy with the well-documented social-loafing phenomenon (e.g., 
Latane, Williams, & Harkins, 1979). Whether this type of social ef- 
fect is present in this database cannot be determined from available 
data. This difference might be due to a selection factor whereby 
studies with individual testing involved more talented subjects. 
There might also be other confounds. This meta-analytic finding 
warrants follow-up studies with deliberate experimental manipula- 
tion of this variable. 

One of Honorton’s process-oriented studies was intended to il- 
lumine the problem of replicability in parapsychology. It addressed 
the question of whether the quality of social interaction between the 
experimenter and participants was a factor in ESP-task performance 
(Honorton, Ramsey, & Cabbibo, 1975). Specifically, Honorton and 
colleagues studied whether interaction with a friendly, casual, and 
supportive experimenter would favor higher ESP-task performance 
than with one who was abrupt, formal, and unfriendly. This quality- 
of-social-interaction variable was experimentally manipulated and 
the efficacy of the manipulation was checked by postexperimental 
questionnaire. The manipulation apparently did create the social 
impression that was intended (although the questionnaire used to 
assess this was not published), and the effects on ESP-task perfor- 
mance were also as expected. 

The report of the study was submitted to Science, apparently in 
an effort to explain to nonparapsychological scientists some of the 
problems of replicability in parapsychology. It unsuccessfully went 
through two rounds of refereeing. In the process, it engendered 
some remarkable referees’ comments (which were published in 
Honorton et al., 1975). 

This study established a solid case for investigating how the qual- 
ity of experimenter-subject social interaction affects ESP-task per- 
formance. It successfully used rigorous methodology to address an 
important hypothesis about the variability in outcomes in ESP re- 
search. The terse written report of this work, though, was deficient 
in that anyone wishing to try to replicate the study would have little 
indication of how to operationalize the independent variable. 

Psi-Mediated Experimenter Effects 

In considering why some investigators obtain the desired effect 
but others do not, Honorton (1991) pointed to the numerous objec- 
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tive, nonsocial differences in their superficially similar research par- 
adigms and laboratory settings. He also asked experimenters to re- 
flect on their styles of interacting with participants. Consideration of 
those factors would be more useful, he thought, than spinning yarns 
about experimenter psi. He decried the readiness of some para- 
psychologists to invoke experimenter psi for replication failures 
when there are many other, less far-fetched, explanations. 

It was not that Honorton denied the possibility of experimenter- 
psi effects. Instead, he grew weary, in his last years, of the plethora 
of untested claims about this problem that threatened the credibility 
of parapsychology and discouraged investigators’ careful reexami- 
nation of their own research practices, physical settings, and social 
milieux. He thought that experimenter-psi advocates should pro- 
duce supportive data instead of supportive verbiage. 

Notwithstanding Honorton’s concerns about the overzealousness 
of some experimenter-psi advocates, near the conclusion of his 
Parapsychological Association Presidential Address (1975, published 
in 1976), he courageously detailed evidence that he had, in three of 
his own studies, exerted unconscious experimenter goal-relevant in- 
fluences on random event generators (REGs). (See, also, Honorton 
8c Barksdale, 1972). He ended his address by urging that investi- 
gators give serious consideration to experimenter-psi effects. This 
was one of Honorton’s agendas that he was unable (or perhaps un- 
ready) to carry to fruition in his own laboratory. 

This was probably unfortunate because target selection by REG 
was at the heart of his automated ganzfeld paradigm and because 
he, by his own admission (1976), was able to produce unconscious 
experimenter goal-relevant REG effects. Success in the ganzfeld 
paradigm might have occurred because of an REG effect related 
either to the experimenter or to the subject, in lieu of (or along 
with) extrasensory encoding of the target by the subject’s mind. 
REG target selections might have been made inadvertently through 
unconscious experimenter (or subject) psi such that they would 
match subject mentation tendencies during ganzfeld. If this hap- 
pened, it would greatly influence the scientific interpretation of this 
work and might affect cross-experimenter replicability. In any 
event, there is a simple remedy for this kind of problem (Stanford, 
1981). 

On a number of occasions I suggested to Honorton that he re- 
place the REG target-selection paradigm with one less amenable to 
experimenter-psi influence, especially given his own preference for 
interpreting the outcomes as due to ESP by research participants 
and as due to psychophysical noise reduction. In conversations with 
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me he never agreed to remove the REG from his ganzfeld para- 
digm. He did, though, agree — perhaps two years before his labo- 
ratory in Princeton closed — to try to implement in his ganzfeld de- 
sign both REG and non-REG target selection (e.g., based on 
computerized sampling of a random number table) to allow a com- 
parison of outcomes. He never got around to that before his labo- 
ratory closed. I mentioned this matter to him in our last meeting 
(August, 1992) before his untimely passing. He said he would con- 
sider implementing this comparison in at least some of his work at 
Edinburgh. His busy life was cut short before he was able to do this. 

The Roles of Feedback and Temporal Interval in Precognition Studies 

The meta-analysis of forced-choice precognition studies (Hon- 
orton 8c Ferrari, 1989) provided two tantalizing findings that de- 
serve experimental follow-up. The quality of feedback that subjects 
got about their ESP performance showed a low, but significantly 
positive, correlation with effect size. Also, the time between the sub- 
ject’s response and target selection showed a low, but significantly 
negative, correlation with effect size. Honorton and Ferrari noted 
that this latter finding might not indicate an intrinsic boundary con- 
dition: It held only for unselected subjects, and there was a nonsig- 
nificant positive correlation of these variables for selected subjects. 
The findings on temporal interval suggest the need for experimen- 
tal work with subjects and experimenters blind, at the time of test- 
ing, to the temporal interval. 

These two sets of findings indicate what Honorton knew well: 
Meta-analysis can suggest hypotheses not examined in individual 
studies (Cooper & Lemke, 1991). This is because it allows compari- 
son of effect sizes from studies with different characteristics. In this 
particular respect, it is a tool for fostering new research rather than 
a basis for conclusions. Any patterns thus discovered are essentially 
correlational rather than experimental in character, and cannot, 
therefore, legitimately be used for drawing conclusions about pro- 
cess. Their usefulness is in fostering research on questions that 
might not otherwise have arisen. 

Process-Oriented Work with a Special Subject 

Honorton (1987) showed that Malcolm Bessent, a subject who 
had done very well in earlier precognition work, scored significantly 
positively on precognition trials but nonsignificantly on real-time 
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clairvoyance trials. Moreover, Bessent was blind to which trial in- 
volved which target mode. The difference of performance on the 
two modes was statistically significant. This was important and in- 
novative work because target mode was automatically randomly se- 
lected just before each run and Bessent did not learn its nature until 
the end of each run. (The experimenter also remained blind to this 
selection.) In many ways, this target-mode phase of the study was a 
model of what process-oriented work with a talented subject should 
be. 

Honorton had long been interested in the kinds of cues used by 
subjects in making their calls. Such cues might provide a basis on 
which the subject could discriminate psi cues from nonpsi informa- 
tion. In this report he discussed evidence that those calls for which 
Bessent based his response on impressions (i.e., images or verbal as- 
sociations) were more accurate than those involving simply a feeling 
(i.e., he felt drawn to that choice) or a guess (i.e., he could not iden- 
tify a basis for the choice). Honorton construed this as evidence for 
an ability to discriminate between cues related to hitting and miss- 
ing. This suggestion is doubtful. Any judgment about whether 
impressions (as contrasted with feelings or guesses) have special ef- 
ficacy must be based on comparing the hit rates for impression- 
based responses and feeling-based ones (or guess-based ones). The 
impression-based trials achieved a hit rate that did not differ signif- 
icantly from that of feeling-based ones; z = .57, ns (my computa- 
tion). Also, the contrast of hit rates for impressions and for feelings 
and guesses combined was not significant; z = .64, ns (my compu- 
tation). Honorton’s argument for a cognitive basis for discriminating 
hits and misses was not supported by these data. 

A much more promising finding was that, for precognition trials, 
after the “pack” (choice options) had been presented on the com- 
puter monitor, Bessent took significantly longer to indicate a choice 
on hits than on misses. (This did not occur in the case of the clair- 
voyance trials.) This type of fine-grained response-based analysis 
could be important in understanding extrasensory function. It is an- 
other respect in which this study broke important ground. 

Reflection 

Honorton contributed many replicated findings in a variety of 
areas having relevance to process. Many of these findings came 
from his experimental work; several emerged from meta-analyses. 
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The proper interpretation of most of his findings remains unclear, 
but many of them may be among the most important clues presently 
available to researchers. To repeat just one example, his well-sup- 
ported finding of superior performance for dynamic, as opposed to 
static, targets in ganzfeld poses a singularly important agenda for 
process-oriented work. This problem is amenable to experimental 
study, and it poses some intriguing theoretical questions. 

It should not be surprising that his multifaceted research pro- 
gram produced a series of replicated findings that still challenge 
interpretation. The driving force behind his work seemed to be pro- 
ducing replicable evidence with a particular paradigm and getting 
others to do likewise. The objective was to find something that 
worked reliably, across investigators and laboratories. Honorton saw 
that understanding process would be much easier after finding a 
dependable way to lure the rabbit into the laboratory. In his view, 
replicability, even without scientific understanding, would force the 
scientific community to begin to address parapsychological claims. 
In the wake of this, understanding would come. In the interim, first 
things first. 

Honorton appreciated the scientific importance of understand- 
ing process, but he was, in many ways, more a pragmatist than a 
theoretician. He understood the difference between finding some- 
thing that works and knowing why it works. 

In planning his research program he drew from scientific and 
nonscientific sources, such as the ancient Yoga Aphorisms of Patanjali 
and the personal insights of the people who came to his laboratory 
to share their experiences and to participate in his work. His con- 
cept of psychophysical noise reduction was strongly influenced by 
Patanjali’s yoga treatise. Honorton was singularly open to any inputs 
that might provide useful hints about luring the rabbit. He used in- 
sights derived from several areas of psychology, from biofeedback, 
from folk and religious tradition, and from what practitioners told 
him. He was a careful listener, an avid reader, and a great borrower 
(always with full and proper credit). He was a syncretist and a bold 
pragmatist who succeeded famously in luring the rabbit into his lab- 
oratory and in showing others how it is done. In the process, he 
provided manifold clues to the behavior of this sometimes-elusive 
creature. 
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THE PSI CONTROVERSY 

By John Palmer 

Although the great majority of Charles Honorton’s intellectual 
contributions to parapsychology were the reports of his consistently 
successful and well-designed experiments, he was keenly aware of 
the relevance of psi research to controversial questions about the 
nature of humanity. Because of his commitment to science, he be- 
lieved, along with many other parapsychologists past and present, 
that these issues can be and should be addressed by the scientific 
method. Yet he came to realize very early in his career that most 
scientists, through their embrace of materialism, were convinced 
that science already possessed the answers to the fundamental as- 
pects of these questions and that for this reason they could ignore 
or condemn the parapsychological data that seemed to suggest oth- 
erwise. It was inevitable that Honorton would occasionally cross 
swords with those individuals who have propagated such attitudes 
in defense of scientific orthodoxy. 

It is important to recognize, however, that Honorton was con- 
servative when it came to drawing metaphysical conclusions from 
the mere reality of psi. I remember from conversations with him in 
the 1960s that he was critical of J. B. Rhine for proclaiming that psi, 
and hence the mind, must be nonphysical (Rhine, 1947). Honorton 
believed that such conclusions were premature and needlessly an- 
tagonistic to other scientists. What bothered him was that the great 
majority of these other scientists refused to take the data of para- 
psychology seriously as even raising questions about the contempo- 
rary worldview. His intense frustration on this point came to the 
surface in his 1975 Presidential Address to the Parapsychological 
Association, when in the midst of discussing promising data from 
selected subareas of psi research, he burst forth with the following 
heart-felt polemic: 

We must not continue merely bemoaning the fact that parapsychology 
is not accepted by establishment science; we ought not to feel that, de- 
spite the fact that we know our literature and what we are doing in our 
laboratories, there must be something wrong with the work since it is 
not accepted; we should not continue to play the game that eventually, 
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after all, science is objective and our findings will eventually become ac- 
cepted on their merit. I do not believe this. We have been struggling 
against irrational prejudice for a long time. Patience goes only so far 
and I think that if the situation is going to change, we are going to have 
to change it. Our findings deserve better than they have received from 
the scientific establishment. If our work is faulty, it should be criticized, 
but the criticism must be substantive, not a priori. The scientific com- 
munity has an obligation to assess, without prejudice, the serious re- 
search in this area. The only way in which this can be done is through 
dissemination of research reports to a wide scientific audience. As the 
Nature editors suggested, this would have the effect, not of providing an 
endorsement of any claims, but rather of stimulating critical discussion 
and further replication. I can see no basis of justification for the refusal 
of journals such as Science to accept research reports of good quality. 
(Honorton, 1976, p. 215) 

The Honorton-Hansel Exchanges 

Honorton’s interest in the psi controversy can be traced back at 
least as far as his days as an undergraduate student at the University 
of Minnesota, which at that time had among its faculty several ex- 
perts on the mind/body problem. Among these notables whom Hon- 
orton had contact with were the psychologist Paul Meehl and the 
philosopher Herbert Feigl. He found Feigl particularly receptive to 
parapsychology and ended up taking his philosophy of science 
course. 

Honorton’s first published contribution to the psi controversy 
was a trenchant response to Fraser Nicol’s (1964) review of a lecture 
on parapsychology by the philosopher C. D. Broad. Nicol used this 
occasion to disparage the experimental card-guessing research of 
the preceding thirty years as essentially worthless, in contrast to the 
earlier qualitative studies that he favored. Among other things, 
Honorton (1965) accused Nicol of appealing to “hearsay and innu- 
endo” by not citing references for certain critical remarks about the 
experimental research. For instance, Nicol (1964) wrote that “in re- 
cent years some long-unpublished facts concerning [the Pearce- 
Pratt, Soal-Shackleton, and Soal-Stewart experiments] have come to 
light, leading inevitably to a reduction of confidence in the reports 
and in their authors” (p. 266). 

It shortly became apparent that this piece of unseemly gossip re- 
ferred at least in part to points subsequently raised in a caustic at- 
tack on parapsychology by the British psychologist C. E. M. Hansel 


The Psi Controversy 


179 


(1966). Taking his cue from a letter published a decade earlier in 
the journal Science by a research chemist named George Price 
(1955) — to which letter Meehl had coauthored a critical response 
(Meehl & Scriven, 1956) — Hansel argued that the best ESP experi- 
ments up to that time could be interpreted as fraud on the part of 
the subject or one or more of the experimenters. He concluded that 
because ESP was so improbable on a priori grounds, these fraud 
interpretations should be preferred, irrespective of their complexity 
or the lack of any hard evidence for them; in other words, the ex- 
periments did not provide conclusive evidence for ESP. 

Rhine gave Honorton (1967) the task of reviewing Hansel’s 
book, ESP: A Scientific Evaluation (1966), for the Journal of Parapsy- 
chology. Honorton began by quoting the highly respected physicist P. 
W. Bridgman, who, in the course of defining operationism, wrote 
that “[the physicist] recognizes no a priori principles which deter- 
mine or limit the possibilities of new experience” (p. 78). After 
pointing out some logical inconsistencies in Hansel’s reasoning, 
Honorton zeroed in on Hansel’s critique of the famous Pearce-Pratt 
clairvoyance experiment. This experiment was noteworthy at the 
time as being a methodological advance because the subject and the 
experimenter (who had the ESP target cards in his possession) were 
located in different buildings. Hansel had hypothesized that the un- 
supervised subject (Pearce) could have sneaked into the building 
where Pratt was located, situated himself in a room across the hall 
from the experimenter’s (Pratt’s) room, observed the targets on 
Pratt’s desk by looking through the transoms, and returned to his 
own room to fill out his response sheet. The rebuttal was that Han- 
sel’s hypothesis rested on a “not-to-scale” diagram of the layout of 
rooms in the building occupied by Pratt. The correct diagram re- 
vealed that there was no direct line of sight from the room across 
the hall onto Pratt’s desk, as required by Hansel’s hypothesis. 

Honorton also chided Hansel for various misrepresentations and 
omissions in the latter’s all-too-brief discussion of less “conclusive” 
psi research. These included failure to acknowledge such facts as 
successful replications of the sheep-goat effect, significant psi-miss- 
ing in an allegedly chance experiment conducted by Beloff with the 
subject Stepanek, and successful precognition experiments that by 
definition precluded sensory cues. Hansel never replied to Honor- 
ton’s review. 

A decade later, the Journal of The American Society for Psychical 
Research gave Honorton (1981) an opportunity to review an updated 
version of Hansel’s book (Hansel, 1980). Honorton reiterated many 
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of his criticisms of the earlier book and added some new ones, such 
as the violation of the parsimony principle by Hansel’s elaborate 
fraud scenarios. This second review was heavily influenced by Hon- 
orton’s recent acquaintance with the newly developed meta-analytic 
techniques discussed elsewhere in this issue of the Journal of Para- 
psychology. He stressed the point that systematic lines of research 
must be evaluated collectively, in contrast to Hansel’s approach of 
debunking isolated experiments individually. The impact of meth- 
odological “flaws,” Honorton maintained, should be dealt with em- 
pirically (for example, by comparing the outcomes of “flawed” and 
“unflawed” studies) rather than speculatively. As a concrete exam- 
ple, he observed that one experiment that Hansel extolled — an un- 
successful random event generator (REG) experiment with the 
VERITAC machine — suffered from many of the same alleged flaws 
as the ones found in another set of REG experiments that Hansel 
attacked — those of Helmut Schmidt. Finally, Honorton once again 
criticized Hansel for failing to acknowledge the successful replica- 
tions of various prominent experimental findings and for failing to 
correct the errors and omissions that Honorton had pointed out in 
his review of the earlier book. 

This time Hansel did reply. At the end of the most recent up- 
date of his book, Hansel (1989) reproduced several critical reviews 
by parapsychologists of the 1980 version, each followed by his re- 
buttal. Because Honorton never replied to Hansel’s rebuttal of his 
review, I will take the liberty to do so here, using arguments similar 
to what I suspect Honorton might have used. 

Hansel defended his claim of the a priori improbability of psi on 
the grounds that it conflicts with the rest of scientific knowledge, in 
particular with what we know about ordinary perception and the 
brain. This is debatable, but in any event the a priori principle at 
issue is not the validity of perceptual psychology, but whether these 
ordinary perceptual processes preclude “extraordinary” ones. As 
Honorton has repeatedly pointed out, the fact that scientists in the 
past have had to confess that their knowledge of what can occur in 
nature is less complete than they had previously thought renders 
such a priori criticisms very hazardous. 

Hansel argued that Honorton’s charge of unparsimoniousness is 
irrelevant to Hansel’s fraud scenarios because the parsimony prin- 
ciple refers to scientific theories rather than to empirical observa- 
tions. Apparently, Hansel thought that ESP falls in the latter cate- 
gory, but Honorton was obviously using the term in a theoretical 
sense to account for the covariance between sets of targets and re- 
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sponses. I have noted elsewhere (Palmer, 1986) that using the same 
terms (for example, ESP) both for events and for a possible expla- 
nation of those events creates conceptual confusion. This is a good 
case in point. 

As for the Pearce-Pratt experiment, Hansel criticized Honorton 
for claiming that he (Hansel) had said that the room from which 
Pearce had allegedly observed the targets was “directly opposite” 
Pratt’s room; Hansel in fact had stated that the room was “on the 
opposite side farther down the corridor.” But Honorton’s exact 
words were that the room was “across the hall,” which does not nec- 
essarily imply directly across the hall. The crucial point, which Hansel 
ignored in his linguistic smokescreen, is that the correct diagram re- 
vealed there was no direct line of sight to the targets from the room 
in question, wherever that room was deemed precisely to be located. 
Ironically, Hansel introduced this discussion with the statement that 
“the case of Hubert Pearce is surely of little further interest” (Han- 
sel, 1989, p. 300); if that is so, why did he include a chapter on it 
in the latest incarnation of his book? 

Hansel attempted to defend his focus on “individual experi- 
ments” with the argument that this focus “was necessary if those ex- 
periments were to be examined that were considered by parapsy- 
chologists to be ‘conclusive’ ” (Hansel, 1989, p. 299). This is not a 
defense of his position but merely a restatement of it. Also, what 
Honorton was telling him in his reply was that at least one para- 
psychologist (Honorton himself) did not believe that any of these in- 
dividual experiments were “conclusive,” and there were and are 
many other parapsychologists who share Honorton’s opinion. 

Later on, Hansel turned to the replication issue. He stated that 
“any ESP experiment in which the result is assessed in terms of the 
odds against chance of the result will be replicable in [the sense used 
by Honorton],” because “it is a simple matter to increase the num- 
ber of observations required in an experiment that is to provide the 
repeatable demonstration” (Hansel, 1989, p. 300). The first state- 
ment is false, and it is also untrue that successful replication at- 
tempts in parapsychology use much larger sample sizes than the 
studies they replicate. The section including these quotes seems to 
suggest that Hansel would reject the outcome of any psi experiment 
that is based on statistics. If that is really what he means to say, his 
position is more radical than any of us had previously thought, and 
it is totally inconsistent with most of the rest of psychology, which 
depends heavily on statistical evaluation. How many babies is Hansel 
prepared to throw out with the bath water? 
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Hansel concluded his reply by asking what “systematic lines of 
research” critics should focus on. If he had been doing his home- 
work, he would not need to ask this question. His repeated failures 
to accurately represent the degree of replication that does exist in 
parapsychology or to respond to Honorton’s criticisms in this regard 
suggest that he does not really care about the matter. 

The Honorton-Kennedy Exchange 

Because Honorton was a skillful and careful researcher, his own 
experiments have rarely been criticized in the literature. An excep- 
tion occurred when James Kennedy (1979a) published a major cri- 
tique of methodology in free-response ESP experiments. Kennedy 
was a parapsychologist who worked for several years at the Institute 
for Parapsychology, and thus he was not in the same category as 
Hansel, who is classified as an outside, or external, critic. Parapsy- 
chologists generally agree that the most incisive criticisms usually 
come from internal critics like Kennedy, who tend to have a better 
familiarity with and understanding of psi research than do the ex- 
ternal critics. 

Honorton (1979) wrote a lengthy and respectful reply to Ken- 
nedy’s critique, expressing agreement with some of his criticisms 
and disagreement with others. Areas of agreement included the lack 
of statistical independence in the analyses of some free-response 
ESP data, the failure to correct for multiple statistical analyses, and 
the inadequacy of a statistic called the psi quotient as a measure of 
the information content of target-response matches. 

Areas of disagreement understandably focused on criticisms that 
were applicable to Honorton’s own research, particularly one of two 
ganzfeld experiments reported by Terry and Honorton (1976). 
Kennedy noted that the authors used a more liberal criterion for a 
hit in this experiment than in other ganzfeld experiments by Hon- 
orton. The implication was left that this more liberal criterion might 
have been selected post hoc. While acknowledging that the issue 
should have been addressed in the research report, Honorton ex- 
plained that the decision was not post hoc and that he chose the 
more liberal criterion because the subjects were less experienced 
than those in the other studies. Kennedy also criticized the experi- 
ment because data from four subjects who dropped out before they 
completed the prespecified 10 sessions were excluded. Honorton re- 
sponded that the success rate for the remaining subjects was con- 
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sistent across the 10 sessions. Kennedy (1979b) replied that whereas 
this secondary finding was favorable to the ESP hypothesis, it would 
have been better to show that the excluded data manifested a hit 
rate comparable to that of the included data. 

Kennedy (1979a) also criticized an evaluation by Honorton 
(1977) of ESP experiments involving internal attention states. Hon- 
orton had concluded that a greater proportion of these experiments 
were significant at p < .05 than chance would predict. Kennedy 
complained that this conclusion might be invalid if some of the stud- 
ies used multiple analyses of the same effect and the most significant 
of these analyses were then selected for the evaluation. Honorton 
(1979) replied by noting that the .05 criterion was conservative. Al- 
though I don’t think this response successfully addressed Kennedy’s 
point, Honorton obviously took the criticism to heart. When the ex- 
ternal critic Ray Hyman (1985) made the same point regarding the 
meta-analysis of ESP-ganzfeld research, Honorton (1985) demon- 
strated a highly significant success rate when the evaluation was 
based on a uniform ESP measure. 

Honorton used his reply to Kennedy to stress once again his 
point that disputes about the seriousness of flaws should be resolved 
empirically. A good example is Kennedy’s criticism that in some 
free-response ESP experiments subjects may have been exposed to 
subtle sensory cues, as in cases when the target picture handled by 
the sender was included in the judging packet. Although stressing 
that such “subliminal cues” should be avoided, Honorton reported 
that studies susceptible to these cues were no more successful than 
studies that controlled for them, and he cited other research show- 
ing that subjects do not take advantage of such cues when they are 
available. This line of argument also played a role in the subsequent 
ganzfeld debate. 

Finally, Honorton made the point that many of the faults Ken- 
nedy cited were not as widespread as Kennedy implied, and that in 
general they were less of a problem in free-response experiments 
than in forced-choice experiments. 

Some General Papers 

Honorton published several other important papers relevant to 
the psi controversy. I will treat these more briefly than I have done 
for his replies to Hansel and Kennedy, because many of the points 
he raised in these papers are available in his own words in his article 
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“Rhetoric over Substance: The Impoverished State of Skepticism” 
(this issue of the JP), the last paper he wrote before his death. It 
was submitted as part of a written exchange between parapsychol- 
ogists and their critics that was sponsored by the Italian equivalent 
of the American-based Committee for the Scientific Investigation of 
Claims of the Paranormal, an organization dedicated to debunking 
psychic claims. Written in response to critiques by Ray Hyman, 
James Alcock, and James Randi, it provides an excellent short ov- 
erview of Honorton’s perspective on the psi controversy. 

Many of the points Honorton makes in the first half of “Rhetoric 
over Substance” were first introduced in two articles he wrote in the 
mid-1970s. The first was a contribution to a set of articles on various 
aspects of parapsychology that was published in the Journal of Com- 
munication, a non-parapsychological journal (Honorton, 1975). It 
had the catchy title “Error Some Place!,” a redefinition of the acro- 
nym ESP coined by an unnamed “skeptical psychologist.” (Honorton 
began the article by saying, “I believe he was right, but for the 
wrong reasons.”) The second paper was his Presidential Address to 
the Parapsychological Association in 1975, the one year in which he 
received this well-deserved honor. The title was “Has Science De- 
veloped the Competence to Confront Claims of the Paranormal?” 
(Honorton, 1976). It was basically a comparison of how well estab- 
lishment science and parapsychology, respectively, have addressed 
the issues raised by the psi controversy. 

I will limit myself to a brief discussion of two important themes 
in these two articles, both of which were carried over into “Rhetoric 
over Substance.” The first is Honorton’s repeated references to the 
double standard applied to psi research and research in conven- 
tional scientific disciplines. He points out that in orthodox science, 
as well as in parapsychology, fundamental questions about subject 
matter have yet to be resolved. The replication rate is no worse in 
parapsychology than it is in many areas of psychology, and para- 
psychologists are more conscientious than orthodox psychologists 
both in attempting to replicate previous findings and in publishing 
the results irrespective of their statistical significance. Finally, several 
major findings and theories in the traditional sciences, especially 
physics, are as counterintuitive or “mind boggling” as psi is. 

Although Honorton to my knowledge has never stated so explic- 
itly, I suspect that he might agree with me in rejecting for parapsy- 
chology the common skeptical refrain that “extraordinary claims re- 
quire extraordinary proof.” First, I think he would reject the 
premise that psi claims are extraordinary; he believed strongly in 


The Psi Controversy 


185 


the normalization of psi and wanted to replace the term paranormal 
with psychophysical (Honorton, 1976). Second, I think he would agree 
that to the extent possible, science should be governed by one uni- 
form (and rigorous) set of standards, lest its results be biased in fa- 
vor of “a priori probable” viewpoints (Palmer, 1987). 

The second major theme I would draw attention to in this series 
of papers is Honorton’s historical perspective on the psi controversy. 
He saw this history in terms of three or four distinct periods. The 
first was the 1930s, when the controversy centered around the card- 
guessing paradigm of Rhine. Honorton believed that it was during 
this period that “the major substantive methodological issues were raised 
and to a large extent consensually resolved” (Honorton, 1975, p. 
113, italics in original). The period from 1940 to 1955 he consid- 
ered a period of stagnation in which psi was simply ignored by es- 
tablished science. The period from 1955 to 1980 was a period of 
“speculative,” and in Honorton’s opinion, unfruitful criticism. This 
was the era dominated by Hansel’s fraud scenarios. Finally, he felt 
that 1980 heralded a new period of substantive and fruitful criti- 
cism, represented most clearly by the writings of psychologist Ray 
Hyman. 


The Hyman-Honorton Exchanges 

This brings us to the main topic of the second half of “Rhetoric 
over Substance,” the ESP-ganzfeld controversy. The controversy was 
launched when Hyman decided to “accept the parapsychologists’ 
challenge to examine carefully the best evidence for the reality of 
psi” (Hyman, 1983, p. 21). He chose for this purpose a collection of 
42 ESP experiments that incorporated the ganzfeld, a short-term 
perceptual deprivation procedure designed to facilitate free-re- 
sponse ESP by creating an internal attention state. Honorton, a pi- 
oneer in ESP-ganzfeld research, had previously reviewed these stud- 
ies and claimed that they had a success rate of 55%, a conclusion 
that Hyman challenged. What followed was a personal but profes- 
sional interaction between Honorton and Hyman that lasted several 
years. During this time, they attempted to use meta-analytic tech- 
niques to determine whether the ganzfeld research indeed provided 
evidence for psi. The most difficult issues for them to resolve were 
how to classify experiments as successful or unsuccessful, and what 
flaws, if any, should be assigned to them. 

The debate first surfaced at a symposium held at the 1982 Para- 
psychological Association convention at Cambridge University (Hon- 
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orton, 1983; Hyman, 1983). This convention was also noteworthy as 
the celebration of the 100th anniversary of the founding of the 
(British) Society for Psychical Research and the 25th anniversary of 
the Parapsychological Association. The debate resumed in separate 
articles by Hyman (1985) and Honorton (1985) in the Journal of 
Parapsychology, and in response to which several other parapsychol- 
ogists and a critic wrote short commentaries. It culminated in a 
“Joint Communique” in which the main protagonists summarized 
their agreements and disagreements and offered a set of methodo- 
logical recommendations for future ganzfeld research (Hyman & 
Honorton, 1986). This article has been widely praised as a model 
for constructive cooperation between parapsychologists and their 
critics (e.g., Benassi, 1987; Krippner, 1987). 

Unfortunately, this spirit of cooperation was compromised by 
the publication of a critical evaluation of parapsychology and other 
purported techniques for “enhancing human performance.” The 
evaluation was requested by the U.S. Army and was conducted by 
the National Research Council (NRC) of the National Academy of 
Sciences (Druckman & Swets, 1988). The NRC selected Hyman to 
chair the subcommittee on parapsychology, and he clearly was the 
principal, if not the sole, author of its report. Although the report 
did countenance some additional psi research — in the unlikely event 
that the Army would still be interested in sponsoring it after reading 
the report — its tone and content were more uniformly negative. 
The punch line, widely quoted in the media, stated: “The Commit- 
tee finds no scientific justification from research conducted over a 
period of 130 years for the existence of parapsychological phenom- 
ena” (Druckman & Swets, 1988, p. 22). 

The Board of Directors of the Parapsychological Association 
quickly authorized and then published a response to the NRC re- 
port (Palmer, Honorton, 8c Utts, 1988). Although I was selected as 
first author, Honorton’s contributions to the reply were at least as 
great as mine. We expressed our outrage at the biased composition 
of the parapsychology subcommittee, and in particular at the at- 
tempt by the chairman of the umbrella committee to suppress a fa- 
vorable evaluation of ESP ganzfeld research contained in a back- 
ground paper the committee had solicited from the prominent 
psychologist Robert Rosenthal. Our main substantive point was di- 
rected at the subcommittee’s concession that they could find no 
plausible alternative explanations for the better psi experiments. We 
asserted that their condemnation of such experiments, based as it 
was on the presence of alleged flaws that they in effect admitted 
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were inconsequential, was illogical as well as incompatible with the 
committee’s own published standards of evaluation. 

Honorton’s most telling response to Hyman was to conduct a 
highly automated series of ganzfeld experiments that followed the 
prescriptions they had agreed to in the “Joint Communique” (Hon- 
orton et al., 1990). Hyman (1991) could find no fault with these ex- 
periments but wanted to withhold final judgment until they were 
replicated by other investigators. One such replicator may be Daryl 
Bern, another prominent psychologist whom Honorton had inter- 
ested in the ganzfeld research and who has reported some initial 
success with the ganzfeld procedure (Bern, 1992). Shortly after 
Honorton’s death, we learned that a joint paper by Bern and Hon- 
orton, covering Honorton’s automated ganzfeld experiments as well 
as his meta-analysis of previous ganzfeld studies, has been accepted 
for publication in The Psychological Bulletin, a prominent mainstream 
psychology journal (Bern & Honorton, in press). This achievement, 
which Honorton regrettably could not live to see, fulfilled the plea 
he so eloquently voiced in his 1975 Presidential Address to the Para- 
psychological Association, which I quoted at the beginning of this 
paper. 


Conclusion 

There is no doubt that Charles Honorton was a skillful and ar- 
ticulate defender of parapsychology against attacks by its critics. As 
effective as his written replies were, I found him even more effec- 
tive in oral debates, even though he was sometimes reluctant to par- 
ticipate in them. Like most of us, he would rather have spent all his 
time doing research, but his understanding and appreciation of the 
role of the psi controversy in the advancement both of parapsy- 
chology and of science as a whole compelled him to come forward 
when necessary. Answering the critics is yet another dimension of 
parapsychology where Honorton’s intellect and tenacity will be 
sorely missed. 
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RHETORIC OVER SUBSTANCE: 
THE IMPOVERISHED STATE OF 
SKEPTICISM 

By Charles Honorton 


Few of us can afford to take time to familiarize ourselves with 
the detailed and often technical arguments underlying new knowl- 
edge claims that would enable us to evaluate properly the merits of 
such claims for ourselves. Most of the time we have to rely on “ex- 
perts” to do this for us. We are poorly served when only one side 
of a controversy is presented and benefit most when all perspectives 
are vigorously debated by knowledgeable protagonists. The Comi- 
tato Italiano per il Controllo delle Aftermazioni sul Paranormale has 
provided an invaluable service by presenting a balanced forum for 
discussing the status of parapsychology by six leading researchers 
and critics. CICAP’s initiative in this regard is probably unique and 
one that its American counterpart, the Committee for the Scientific 
Investigation of Claims of the Paranormal, would do well to emu- 
late. To fill out this innovative format, CICAP asked a skeptical 
parapsychologist, Susan Blackmore, to critique the contributions of 
the parapsychologists, and I have been asked to comment on the 
critics’ contributions. 

1. What the Critics No Longer Claim 

Before examining the current arguments made by Hyman, Al- 
cock, and Randi, it is important to understand what they are not now 
claiming but have claimed in the past. First, they no longer claim 
that the results of the major lines of experimental psi research are 
consistent with the null hypothesis (mere chance fluctuation). They 
now concede that at least some parapsychological effects are, to use 
Hyman’s words, “astronomically significant.” This concession is im- 
portant because it shifts the focus of the debate from the existence of 
effects to their interpretation. Second, they no longer claim to have 
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demonstrated a relationship between methodological flaws and 
study outcomes. These concessions, which are documented in Sec- 
tion 3, did not come quickly or easily and the critics are obviously 
not eager to advertise them. Over the past decade Hyman and other 
critics tried very hard to show that psi effects are either not really 
significant or that their significance is systematically related to the 
presence of flaws in the experiments. Having failed on both counts, 
the critics now face a serious dilemma: they have been forced to 
admit parapsychology has demonstrated anomalous effects that 
need to be explained and they have run out of plausible conven- 
tional explanations. 


2. What the Critics Now Claim 


A Century of Failure ? 

Instead, they offer a caricature of the history of parapsychology 
and present polemical arguments designed to convince us that there 
is really nothing in parapsychology that warrants scientific interest, 
except, perhaps, for the motivations of those who persist in studying 
it. Hyman’s use of absolutist language to characterize parapsychol- 
ogists’ data claims seems designed to turn off scientists. Unlike the 
formal sciences such as mathematics, empirical science does not deal 
with “irrefutable proof’ or “foolproof evidence.” Empirical evidence 
is always a matter of degree and remains subject to later reinterpre- 
tation. It is in this sense that science represents a unique self-cor- 
recting approach to knowledge. Scientific truth always carries the 
caveat, “until further notice.” 

At the core of the critics’ current arguments is the rhetorical 
claim that 100 years of research has failed to provide convincing 
evidence for parapsychological phenomena. When parapsycholo- 
gists have not been given an opportunity to respond, they have 
claimed that 130 years of research has produced no evidence for psi 
(e.g., Druckman & Swets, 1988). An English critic, who was recently 
appointed to a four-year £100,000 psychical research fellowship at 
Darwin College, Cambridge, to write a book about why people be- 
lieve impossible things, has been quoted in The New Scientists as say- 
ing that after 150 years of psychical research “there is no evidence 
at all of there being any phenomena” (Bown, 1992). Such statements 
are themselves extraordinary claims inasmuch as psychical research 
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did not exist until 1882 and systematic laboratory research using 
quantitative methods did not begin until the early 1930s. Through- 
out its history, research in parapsychology has been sustained 
through extremely meager resources. Utrecht University psycholo- 
gist Sybo Schouten (in press) compared funding patterns in para- 
psychology with those of American psychology; he found that the 
total human and financial resources devoted to parapsychology 
since 1882 might, at best, equal the expenditures for two months of 
conventional psychological research in the United States in the year 
1983! 

Is psychology a “failed” science ? If we were to apply the “century of 
failure” arguments of Hyman and Alcock to academic psychology, 
we might well conclude that psychology has failed in its mission: 
after a hundred years of relatively well-funded research, vigorous 
controversies continue over such basic phenomena as memory, 
learning, and perception. The simple act of human facial recogni- 
tion, for example, remains a mystery and is currently a hot research 
topic in cognitive psychology. And while it is widely assumed that 
consciousness is a by-product of brain activity, neither psychology 
nor physiology has produced, over the past 100 years, even an in- 
telligible model of how biochemical processes could be transformed 
into conscious experience. Are psychology and physiology failed sci- 
ences? Of course not. The most successful sciences such as physics 
deal with relatively simple and invariant processes: electrons, for ex- 
ample, are interchangeable; they do not have individual personali- 
ties, intentions, emotional states, or motivations. The behavioral sci- 
ences must contend with extremely complex and variable biological 
systems that possess these and many other individual attributes. 
Nevertheless, these sciences have produced many achievements, and 
so has parapsychology, even though it has been forced to exist on 
the outskirts of established science with marginal resources. The pa- 
pers by Broughton, Krippner, and Morris summarize some of para- 
psychology’s accomplishments. 

The lack of research by critics and its consequences. There is, however, 
one important difference between the psi controversy and more 
conventional scientific disputes. Controversies in science normally 
occur between groups of researchers who formulate hypotheses, de- 
velop research methods, and collect empirical data to test their hy- 
potheses. When disputes arise over the interpretation of experimen- 
tal findings, or when critics suspect that the findings were caused by 
artifacts, they design new experiments to test alternative explana- 
tions or the impact of suspected artifacts. It is through this process 
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that scientific controversies are resolved. In contrast, the psi contro- 
versy is largely characterized by disputes between a group of re- 
searchers, the parapsychologists, and a group of critics who do not 
do experimental research to test psi claims or the viability of their 
counterhypotheses. Psi critics argue the plausibility of various alter- 
native hypotheses (or the implausibility of the psi hypothesis) but 
they rarely feel obliged to test them. This has been especially true 
of the current generation of psi critics, most of whom have made 
no original research contributions. Exceptions like Susan Blackmore 
and David Marks prove the rule. The lack of research by critics may 
surprise you, especially if your primary source of information about 
parapsychology has come from the skeptical literature where you 
may have encountered statements such as the following by the well- 
known American skeptic Martin Gardner (1983). 

How can the public know that for fifty years skeptical psychologists have 
been trying their best to replicate classic psi experiments, and with not- 
able unsuccess? It is this fact more than any other that has led to para- 
psychology’s perpetual stagnation. Positive evidence keeps coming from 
a tiny group of enthusiasts, while negative evidence keeps coming from a 
much larger group of skeptics, (p. 60 , my emphasis) 

Gardner does not attempt to document this assertion, nor could 
he. It is pure fiction. Look for the skeptics’ experiments and see 
what you find. (To his credit, Gardner did get one thing right: half 
a century is a more accurate time-frame than 100, 130, or 150 
years.) The lack of research by critics serves to perpetuate the psi 
controversy by enabling them to shift continually from one line of 
criticism to another as each is successively answered through new 
research conducted by parapsychologists. It is clear from their state- 
ments that Hyman, Alcock, and Randi expect the controversy to ex- 
tend into the indefinite future. Whatever time-frame one chooses to 
adopt, I think we can all agree on two points: the psi controversy 
has gone on for a long time, and its lack of resolution represents a 
very unsatisfactory state of affairs. 

Lack of Cumulativeness? 

How can we reconcile the “century of failure” argument with the 
critics’ admission that there are “astronomically significant” effects 
and their failure to demonstrate even plausible alternative explana- 
tions for those effects? The answer, they say, is that parapsychology 
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lacks “cumulativeness.” “Every science, except parapsychology,” Hy- 
man says, “builds upon its previous data. The data base continually 
expands with each new generation but the original investigations are 
still included. In parapsychology, the data base expands very little 
because previous experiments are continually discarded and new 
ones take their place.” The “astronomically significant” effects for 
which they have no plausible alternative explanations are, Hyman 
says, based upon “retrospective” meta-analyses of many similar ex- 
periments. Truly skeptical readers should be alarmed by the logical 
contradiction in this argument: if parapsychology is “noncumula- 
tive,” and if each new generation of parapsychologists discards the 
findings of earlier generations, how could there be “astronomically 
significant” effects in meta-analyses that are, by definition, the cu- 
mulation of findings from many earlier studies? Hyman refers only 
to meta-analyses of two relatively recent research areas, the ganzfeld 
and random number generator experiments (Honorton, 1985; Hy- 
man, 1985; Radin & Nelson, 1989). He overlooks other meta-anal- 
yses, such as those discussed by Broughton and Morris involving 
precognition experiments (Honorton & Ferrari, 1989) and psycho- 
kinesis research with dice (Radin & Ferrari, 1991), both of which 
involve the cumulation of research findings going back to the 1930s. 
In Section 3, I present a detailed example of a line of parapsycho- 
logical research that has systematically built upon earlier research. 
There are other inconsistencies in Hyman’s historical analysis that 
are also self-documenting: 

In 1940 J. B. Rhine and his colleagues published a book entitled 
Extra-Sensory Perception After Sixty Years which summarized all quan- 
titative ESP studies since the founding of the Society for Psychical 
Research in 1882 (Pratt, Rhine, Smith, Stuart, & Greenwood, 1940/ 
1966). Known within the field as ESP -60, this book is the central 
classic of experimental parapsychology. How can we reconcile ESP- 
60 with Hyman’s claim that each successive generation of parapsy- 
chologists claims evidence for psi “without any reference to the data used 
by the preceding generation ” (Hyman’s emphasis)? 

“By the 1940s,” Hyman claims, “even parapsychologists admitted 
that Rhine’s experiments possessed too many flaws to qualify as fool- 
proof evidence for psi.” How can we reconcile this statement with 
the fact that as late as 1980 the English critic C. E. M. Hansel was 
still trying to account for the results of these experiments on the 
basis of speculative and elaborate fraud scenarios (Hansel, 1966/ 
1980)? 
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3. Historical Overview of the Psi Controversy 

I will now summarize an alternative view of the history of the psi 
controversy that suggests a very different conclusion, namely, that 
over the past 60 years of active experimental research by parapsy- 
chologists, critics have consistently failed to demonstrate plausible 
alternative explanations of psi effects. In examining the psi contro- 
versy, it is useful to note the order in which various types of criti- 
cism have occurred. During each major phase of the controversy, 
the criticisms have followed this pattern: 

• Statistical criticisms seeking to demonstrate that the claimed effects are not really 
significant. This type of criticism has usually been championed by psy- 
chologists and refuted by statisticians. If critics could sustain their case 
at this point, the controversy would end here. 

•Methodological criticisms asserting that the effects are caused by procedural 
flaws. As I have already stated, advocates of flaw hypotheses have sel- 
dom subjected their flaw hypotheses to empirical test, but have tended 
instead to argue for their plausibility. In response, parapsychologists 
have conducted new experiments that eliminate the suspected flaws. 

• Speculative criticisms based on a priori and ad hominem arguments. This 
form of criticism has usually been founded on the assumption that the 
existence of psi phenomena is incompatible with fundamental scientific 
principles, but the proponents of a priori arguments have never suc- 
cessfully demonstrated the nature of such incompatibilities. 


The ESP Controversy of the 1930s 

The first major phase of the psi controversy occurred between 
1934 and 1939, and was stimulated by publication of the ESP card- 
guessing experiments initiated by J. B. Rhine and his colleagues at 
Duke University (Rhine, 1934/1964). During this period, approxi- 
mately 60 critical articles appeared, primarily in the American psy- 
chological literature. Elsewhere (Honorton, 1975) I have presented 
a more detailed review of this controversy with references to most 
of the critical papers. Figure 1 summarizes the major issues raised 
during this phase of the psi controversy. 

In most of the early card-guessing experiments, subjects were 
asked to guess the order of concealed decks of 25 randomized cards 
containing five each of five geometrical symbols. Since subjects usu- 
ally did not receive feedback of the actual target order until after 
one or more runs of 25 trials, statistical analysis of the card exper- 
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Figure 1. The ESP card-guessing controversy of the 1930s. 

iments assumed that the probability of success on each trial was 1/ 
5. The first major criticism of Rhine’s work questioned the validity 
of this assumption. This issue was resolved by mathematical proof 
and through empirical “cross-checks,” a type of control series in 
which subjects’ guesses were deliberately compared with target or- 
ders for which they were not intended. For example, the guesses 
intended for target cards in run 1 were compared with the targets 
for run 2, and so on. Empirical cross-checks were reported for 24 
separate experimental series and while the actual experimental run 
scores (i.e., guesses for Run 1 compared to targets for Run 1) were 
highly significant (average: 7.23/25), the control cross-check results 
were in all cases nonsignificant (average: 5.04/25). (See Pratt et al., 
1940/1966.) Other technical statistical issues were raised and even- 
tually abandoned. In a 1938 article, E. V. Huntington asked, “If 
mathematics has successfully disposed of the hypothesis of chance, 
what has psychology to say about the hypothesis of ESP?” 

By far the most serious methodological criticism of the early 
card-guessing experiments concerned the possibility of sensory cues. 
It is clear that some of the early studies reported in Rhine’s 1934 
monograph did not adequately control against possible sensory leak- 
age. Rhine did not base any major conclusions on these early stud- 
ies, but their inclusion in his monograph provided a basis for legit- 
imate criticism and sidetracked discussion away from the better 
controlled studies which were not susceptible to explanation by sen- 
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sory cues. These later studies used one of four methods to eliminate 
potential sensory contact between the subjects and target cards: (a) 
use of targets enclosed in sealed opaque envelopes, (b) use of 
opaque screens to conceal targets from subjects, (c) separation of 
subjects and use of targets in different buildings, and (d) use of pre- 
cognition designs in which the targets were randomly selected only 
after subjects registered their guesses. Between 1934 and 1939, 33 
experiments involving nearly one million experimental trials were 
reported using these methods, and highly significant results were 
obtained with each method. (For study references, see Honorton, 
1975; Pratt et al., 1940/1966). 

Another line of criticism suggested that significant ESP results 
might result from motivated recording errors. This represents one 
of the few instances in which critics attempted to provide empirical 
evidence for an alternative explanation. Kennedy and Uphoff 
(1939) had 28 observers record 11,125 mock ESP trials. While only 
1.13 percent were misrecorded overall, both “believers” and “skep- 
tics” systematically erred in the direction of their biases: 71.5 per- 
cent of the errors by observers favorable to ESP spuriously in- 
creased the ESP scores, and 100 percent of the errors by those 
unfavorable to ESP decreased the ESP scores. Many years later, 
Robert Rosenthal (1978) summarized 27 different recording error 
studies in the behavioral sciences and again found the average error 
rate to be about 1 percent. An error-rate of this magnitude could 
not explain the results of the ESP card-guessing experiments, but 
investigators quickly adopted controls against recording errors. By 
the end of the 1930s, double-blind data recording and checking had 
become routine. The results were still “astronomically significant.” 
(See Pratt et al., 1940/1966, Table 9, p. 102.) 

The final major issue to arise during this period concerned the 
possibility of improper data selection. By convention, the criterion 
of significance for statistical tests is usually set at p = .05. When the 
outcome of a study reaches this criterion it means that the odds are 
20:1 against the likelihood that the observed result arose purely by 
chance. This, of course, does happen. If an investigator conducts 
100 experiments, we would on the average expect five to yield spu- 
riously significant results. When chance alone is operating, these 
pseudosignificant results will be cancelled out by the other experi- 
ments. Now consider an extreme case of data selection where the 
investigator discards the 95 “unsuccessful” experiments and at- 
tempts to draw conclusions only from the “successful” ones. This 
would be highly improper and the investigator’s conclusions would 
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be meaningless. As we shall see later, there are various other ways 
in which data selection problems could compromise research find- 
ings. In the 1930s, the issue was addressed by parapsychology re- 
searchers through studies which specified the number of trials in 
advance or explicitly stated that all of the data collected was used in 
the analysis. (See Pratt et al., 1940/1966, pp. 118-124, for an exten- 
sive discussion of data selection issues in the 1930s.) 

By the end of the decade, there was general agreement that the 
various methodological counterhypotheses raised by critics during 
this period could not explain the outcomes of the more rigorously 
controlled experiments. (See comments by leading critics of the day 
in Pratt et al., 1940/1966, chap. 8.) One final point is in order con- 
cerning this phase of the psi controversy. It is still widely believed 
that most of the successful ESP card-guessing experiments came 
from Rhine and his Duke University group while most of the in- 
dependent replications were unsuccessful. This is not true. Inde- 
pendent investigators contributed 33 of the 50 studies published 
during this period, and 61 percent of these studies reported signif- 
icant ESP effects. Moreover, the difference in success rate between 
Duke and other investigators was not significant (Honorton, 1975, 
Table 2). 

An Era of Speculative Criticism (1950-1980) 

Virtually no new substantive criticisms appeared between 1950 
and 1980. This phase of the psi controversy centered instead on two 
speculative claims. Figure 2 summarizes the issues raised during this 
period. The first line of speculative attack, championed by Spencer 
Brown (1953, 1957), was that the card-guessing experiments pro- 
vided evidence not for ESP, but rather that there were fundamental 
defects in probability theory. Spencer Brown’s arguments, based 
upon irregularities in early random number tables, were refuted by 
Scott (1958). This approach never attracted serious support, and it 
requires little imagination to see why. Much of modern science relies 
upon probability theory, and acceptance of Spencer Brown’s claims 
would have far greater consequences for science than would ESP. 
In any case, his arguments do not explain the ESP results. They do 
not explain the empirical cross-check controls I summarized in the 
preceding section, and they are incapable of explaining systematic 
variations in performance such as “sheep/goat” experiments where 
psi believers consistently score higher than psi skeptics, studies 
showing correlations between psi performance and personality var- 
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Figure 2. An era of speculative criticism. 

iables such as extra version, or those in which psi performance sys- 
tematically varies in relation to different experimental conditions as 
when subjects are instructed to alternate producing high versus low 
scores. 

The second line of attack during this period centers on the hy- 
pothesis of widespread investigator fraud. It was most forcefully 
presented in a lead article in Science, entitled “Science and the Su- 
pernatural,” by Price (1955), who began with the following obser- 
vations: 

Believers in psychic phenomena . . . appear to have won a decisive vic- 
tory and virtually silenced opposition — This victory is the result of an 
impressive amount of careful experimentation and intelligent argumen- 
tation Against all this evidence, almost the only defense remaining to 

the skeptical scientist is ignorance, ignorance concerning the work itself 
and concerning its implications. The typical scientist contents himself 
with retaining . . . some criticism that at most applies to a small fraction 
of the published studies. But these findings (which challenge our very 
concepts of space and time) are — if valid — of enormous importance . . . 
so they ought not to be ignored, (p. 359) 
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Price then went on to assert that ESP is “incompatible with cur- 
rent scientific theory,” and that it is therefore more parsimonious to 
believe that parapsychologists cheat than that ESP is a real phenom- 
enon. He based this argument on philosopher David Hume’s essay 
on miracles. Hume argued that since we know people lie but have 
no independent evidence of miracles it is more reasonable to believe 
that claims of miracles are based on lies than that miracles actually 
occur. Price concluded, “My opinion concerning the findings of the 
parapsychologists is that many of them are dependent on clerical 
and statistical errors and unintentional use of sensory clues, and that 
all extrachance results not so explicable are dependent on deliberate fraud or 
mildly abnormal mental condition ” (p. 360). Since it was given such 
prominence in one of the scientific world’s leading interdisciplinary 
journals, this remarkable critique was widely reviewed. Responses 
came not only from parapsychologists but also from other scientists 
as well. One of the most effective responses was a joint paper by 
psychologist Paul Meehl and philosopher of science Michael Scriven 
(1956), who pointed out that Price’s argument rests on two highly 
questionable assumptions: that contemporary scientific knowledge is 
complete and that ESP necessarily conflicts with it. 

The most prominent critic of this period was the English psy- 
chologist C. E. M. Hansel (1966/1980). Hansel pursued the line of 
attack initiated by Price. 1 “It is wise,” Hansel wrote, “to adopt ini- 
tially the assumption that ESP is impossible, since there is a great 
weight of knowledge supporting this point of view” (Hansel, 1980, 
p. 22). He provided no documentation whatsoever for this assump- 
tion. Neither Hansel, nor any other critic has ever, to the best of my 
knowledge, shown that the existence of psi phenomena necessarily 
conflicts with established knowledge. Consider, for example, the fol- 
lowing comment by physicist Gerald Feinberg (1975), concerning 
what is probably the most intuitively distressing parapsychological 
phenomenon — precognition : 

Instead of forbidding precognition from happening, [accepted physical] 
theories typically have sufficient symmetry (between past and future) to 

suggest that phenomena akin to precognition should occur Indeed, 

phenomena involving a reversed time order of cause and effect are gen- 
erally excluded from consideration on the ground that they have not 
been observed, rather than because the theory forbids them. This exclu- 
sion itself introduces an element of asymmetry into the physical theo- 
ries, which some physicists have felt was improper or required further 

1 Citation to Hansel in this section are to Hansel’s (1980) revision. 
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explanation — Thus, if such phenomena indeed occur, no change in the 
fundamental equations of physics would be needed to describe them. (pp. 54- 
55, emphasis added) 

Asserting that psi is a priori extremely unlikely has permitted 
Hansel and other psi critics extraordinary latitude in the types of 
alternative explanations they allow themselves to entertain: “A pos- 
sible explanation other than [ESP], provided it involves only well- 
established processes,” he said, “should not be rejected on the 
grounds of its complexity” (p. 21). “If the result could have arisen 
through a trick, the experiment must be considered unsatisfactory 
proof of ESP, whether or not it is finally decided that such a trick was, in 
fact, used ” (p. 21, my emphasis). Hansel admitted that “no single ex- 
periment can be conclusive,” and that replications of “an ESP ex- 
periment by independent investigators could render the possibility 
of deception or error extremely unlikely ... if the original result is 
repeatedly confirmed, ... ESP becomes increasingly likely” (p. 21). 
Hansel then proceeded to examine the evidence in a manner that 
was logically inconsistent with these statements. His critique, which 
focused on a small number of the classic card-guessing experiments, 
consisted of showing how each individual experiment could be dis- 
missed if one were willing to adopt complex and elaborate fraud 
scenarios. He succeeded only in reaffirming his initial proposition 
that no single experiment should be regarded as conclusive. 

There have been two documented cases of investigator fraud in 
parapsychology (Markwick, 1978; Rhine, 1974), and the scientific 
community has, in recent years, been forced to confront the un- 
pleasant fact that scientific fraud is more common than we earlier 
believed (Broad & Wade, 1982; Kohn, 1988). Surely the most effec- 
tive solution to this problem is, as Hansel says, to require indepen- 
dent replication of studies believed to have important practical or 
theoretical consequences before their findings are accepted. Unsub- 
stantiated fraud accusations are not merely unethical, they are in- 
compatible with scientific progress. New discoveries in science would 
be impossible if scientists rejected unexpected findings on the 
ground that “if the result could have arisen through a trick, the ex- 
periment must be considered unsatisfactory evidence of X, whether 
or not it is finally decided that such a trick was, in fact, used” 

Unfortunately, replication research is neither strongly encour- 
aged nor highly valued in mainstream science. A recent study of 
social and behavioral science journal editors’ attitudes toward pub- 
lication of replication studies found a strong bias against publishing 
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replications (Neuliep 8c Crandall, 1991). Other studies of behavioral 
science publication practices show similar biases against publication 
of studies that do not produce statistically significant results (Boz- 
arth & Roberts, 1972; Sterling, 1959). In their survey of 1,334 ar- 
ticles from psychological journals, Bozarth and Roberts found that 
while 94 percent of the articles using statistical tests reported signif- 
icant results, less than one percent involved replications. In contract, 
parapsychologists have long recognized the importance of replica- 
tions and of reporting nonsignificant results. The Parapsychological 
Association (PA) has had an official policy against selective reporting 
of “positive” results since 1975. The PA is, to the best of my knowl- 
edge, the only professional scientific organization that has adopted 
such a policy. If you examine the PA-affiliated journals and confer- 
ence proceedings, you will find many replication attempts, both suc- 
cessful and unsuccessful 

The “Ganzfeld Debate” of the 1980s 

The ESP ganzfeld paradigm provides an excellent counter to 
Hyman’s ceirtral thrmCTThat parapsychology lacks cumulativeness. I 
will precede discussion of the psi ganzfeld controversy with a brief 
account of the background and rationale underlying psi ganzfeld 
research to show how it has systematically built upon earlier re- 
search. (See Figure 3.) 

Historically, apparent psi effects have been frequently associated 
with dreaming, hypnosis, meditation, and other naturally occurring 
or deliberately induced internal attention states. This generalization 
is based on converging evidence from spontaneous case studies, 
claims associated with various cultural practices, clinical observa- 
tions, and experimental studies. I have presented this background 
material in detail elsewhere (Honorton, 1977). To recapitulate: 

Dreaming. Cross-cultural surveys of spontaneous cases indicate 
that approximately 2 out of 3 reported “real-life” psi interactions 
are mediated through dreams rather than waking experiences 
(Green, 1960; Prasad & Stevenson, 1968; L. E. Rhine, 1962; Sann- 
wald, 1959). Of course spontaneous cases are anecdotal and no con- 
clusions should be based upon them; but they can (and should) 
serve as the basis of hypotheses to be tested experimentally. Exper- 
imental evidence supporting these spontaneous case trends was first 
provided by the ESP dream studies at Maimonides Medical Center 
in New York (Child, 1985; Ullman & Krippner with Vaughan, 
1973). Using electrophysiological sleep-monitoring techniques to de- 
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Figure 3. Origins of the ESP ganzfeld paradigm. 

tect dream (REM) periods, investigators awoke physically remote 
senders who concentrated on randomly selected target pictures 
while the subjects dreamed. The subject was awakened and a dream 
report was recorded after each dream period. Following an experi- 
mental series, outside judges read transcripts of each night’s dream 
reports and attempted, on a blind basis, to match them to the actual 
target picture used that night. The judges successfully matched the 
dream reports to their correct targets to a highly significant degree. 

Hypnosis. The association between hypnosis and ostensible psi ef- 
fects dates back to the claims of “travelling clairvoyance” and “com- 
munity of sensation” in early mesmerism (Dingwall, 1968). Experi- 
mental support for a relationship between hypnosis and ESP comes 
from a variety of experimental studies, perhaps most persuasively 
from modern experimental studies comparing the effects of hyp- 
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notic induction versus nonhypnotic control conditions on ESP card- 
guessing performance (Schechter, 1984; Van de Castle, 1969). 
Schechter, for example, reported a meta-analysis of 25 experiments 
carried out between 1945-1981 by investigators in 10 different lab- 
oratories. ESP scores in the hypnotic induction condition were con- 
sistently (and significantly) higher than in the control condition of 
these experiments. 

Meditationlrelaxation. Claims of ostensible psychic phenomena oc- 
curring during the practice of meditation occur in most of the clas- 
sical texts on meditation. A variety of modern experimental studies 
have indicated that meditation and relaxation exercises facilitate 
ESP test performance relative to control conditions (e.g., Braud 8c 
Braud, 1973, 1974; Dukhan 8c Rao, 1973; Stanford & Mayer, 1974). 

Commonalities and a provisional model. The psi ganzfeld paradigm 
emerged as an attempt to explain the apparent psi-conduciveness of 
these and similar conditions. The question was asked: “What do 
dreaming, hypnosis, and meditation have in common that would 
lead each of them to facilitate ESP test performance?” While differ- 
ing in many ways, each of these states involves physical relaxation, 
a reduction in ordinary perceptual processing (sensory deprivation), 
and a sufficient level of cortical arousal to sustain conscious aware- 
ness. This led to the development of a low-level descriptive model 
of ESP functioning, according to which internal attention states fa- 
cilitate psi detection by reducing sensory and somatic stimuli that 
normally mask weaker psi input. This “noise-reduction” model thus 
identified sensory deprivation as a key to the frequent association 
between ostensible psi communication and internal states, and the 
ESP ganzfeld procedure was specifically developed to test the impact 
of perceptual isolation on psi performance. Thus we can see that 
the ganzfeld paradigm systematically built upon a diverse range of 
evidence including four different lines of experimental findings. 

The ganzfeld debate consisted of a set of exchanges between Hy- 
man (1983, 1985) and myself (Honorton, 1983, 1985), involving 
meta-analyses of 42 ganzfeld studies reported between 1974 and 
1981. This phase of the psi controversy is unique because it resulted 
in a joint collaboration between critics and researchers who agreed 
upon specific methodological guidelines for future research that 
would be mutually acceptable (Hyman 8c Honorton, 1986). The var- 
ous issues are summarized in Figure 4. 

As in earlier phases of the psi controversy, the first issue con- 
cerned whether there was any effect requiring explanation. Initial 
estimates of ganzfeld replication rates suggested that around 50 per- 
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JOINT COMMUNIQUE 

• Detailed guidelines for future 
research 

• New studies satisfying guidelines 


Figure 4. The ganzfeld debate of the 1980s. 


cent of the reported ganzfeld studies yielded significant results com- 
pared to the expected chance rate of 5 percent. These estimates 
were challenged by Hyman. He pointed out that a number of the 
ganzfeld investigators had either applied multiple statistical tests or 
multiple measures of success to the results of their studies, creating 
a multiple analysis problem that could have inflated the estimates of 
significance; in fact, Hyman argued that the effects of multiple 
analysis were such as to increase the chance rate from 5 percent to 
25 percent. He also argued that biased reporting of positive results 
(the “file-drawer” problem) might have exaggerated the significance 
of the known studies. In response, I restricted my analysis to 28 of 
the 42 studies examined by Hyman for which a uniform measure 
(direct hits) and test could be applied. The results were still “astro- 
nomically significant,” with odds against chance of a billion to one, 
and would require 15 unknown studies averaging chance results for 
every known study in order to reduce the overall results to nonsig- 
nificance. Hyman subsequently agreed that the significance of the 
ganzfeld studies could not be explained through multiple analysis 
or selective reporting: 
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Although we probably still differ on the magnitude of the biases con- 
tributed by multiple testing, retrospective experiments, and the file- 
drawer problem, we agree that the overall significance observed in these 
studies cannot reasonably be explained by these selective factors. Some- 
thing beyond selective reporting or inflated significance levels seems to 
be producing nonchance outcomes. Moreover, we agree that the signif- 
icant outcomes have been produced by a number of different investi- 
gators. (Hyman & Honorton, 1986, p. 352) 

The next line of criticism concerned the effects of procedural 
flaws on the study outcomes. In our meta-analyses of the ganzfeld 
studies, Hyman and I independently coded each study’s procedures 
with respect to potential flaws involving sensory cues, randomization 
method, security, and so on. Here Hyman and I did not agree: my 
analysis showed no significant relationship between these variables 
and study success, while Hyman claimed that some of the flaw var- 
iables, such as the type of randomization, did correlate with results. 
In his initial assessment, Hyman claimed there was a nearly perfect 
linear correlation between the number of flaws in a study and its 
success (Hyman, 1982); this analysis contained a large number of 
errors that Hyman later attributed to typing errors (communication 
to Honorton, November 29, 1982). Later, Hyman (1985) claimed a 
significant relationship between study flaws and outcomes based on 
a complex multivariate analysis. However, an independent psycho- 
logical statistician described this analysis as “meaningless” (Saunders, 
1985). Finally, Hyman agreed that “the present data base does not 
support any firm conclusion about the relationship between flaws 
and study outcome” (Hyman & Honorton, 1986, p. 353). Were our 
differences in flaw assessment simply reflections of our respective 
biases? Perhaps, but independent examination of the issue by non- 
parapsychologists has unanimously failed to support Hyman’s con- 
clusions (Atkinson, Atkinson, Smith, & Bern, 1990; Harris & Rosen- 
thal, 1988a, 1988b; Saunders, 1985; Utts, 1991). In an independent 
analysis using Hyman’s own flaw codings, two behavioral science 
methodologists concluded, “Our analysis of the effects of flaws on 
study outcome lends no support to the hypothesis that Ganzfeld re- 
search results are a significant function of the set of flaw variables” 
(Harris & Rosenthal, 1988b, p. 3). 

Rather than continue the debate, Hyman and I collaborated on 
a “joint communique” in which we agreed that: 

the best way to resolve the controversy between us is to await the out- 
come of future ganzfeld psi experiments. These experiments, ideally, 
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will be carried out in such a way as to circumvent the file-drawer prob- 
lem, problems of multiple analysis, and the various defects in random- 
ization, statistical application, and documentation pointed out by Hy- 
man. If a variety of parapsychologists and other investigators continue 
to obtain significant results under these conditions, then the existence 
of a genuine communications anomaly will have been demonstrated. 
(Hyman & Honorton, 1986, pp. 353-354) 

The joint communique presented detailed methodological guide- 
lines for the conduct and reporting of future ganzfeld experiments. 
Four years later, my colleagues and I reported an extensive series 
of ganzfeld experiments using an automated methodology that sat- 
isfied these guidelines (Honorton et al., 1990). These experiments 
are discussed from several different perspectives in the contribu- 
tions by Broughton, Krippner, and Morris, but are curiously omit- 
ted from the contributions of Alcock, Hyman, and Randi. Else- 
where, however, Hyman has commented on these studies: 

Honorton’s experiments have produced intriguing results. If, as Utts 
suggests, independent laboratories can produce similar results with the 
same relationships and with the same attention to rigorous methodol- 
ogy, then parapsychology may indeed have finally captured its elusive 
quarry. (Hyman, 1991, p. 392) 

In this paper I have focused at length on Hyman’s contribution 
because he more than the other skeptical contributors to this series 
has taken the trouble to familiarize himself with the material he is 
criticizing and has been willing, in the face of contrary evidence, to 
modify his position. His critical evaluations of various areas of psi 
research have been hard-hitting and I believe they have often been 
mistaken. But his involvement has contributed to a more accurate 
appraisal of the status of the areas in question and, most impor- 
tantly, to the development of better experiments. It is therefore dis- 
appointing that he does not, in the spirit of our joint communique, 
actively encourage replication attempts by a broader range of sci- 
entists outside of parapsychology. Instead, here as in his other re- 
cent writings, Hyman appears to discourage replication efforts by 
scientists outside of parapsychology. 

The automated ganzfeld experiments provide further evidence 
of cumulativeness in addition to confirmation of an overall effect 
consistent with the earlier studies. As Morris points out in his con- 
tribution, several additional hypotheses derived from trends in the 
previous meta-analysis were tested and supported, including supe- 
rior performance in trials using dynamic rather than static targets 
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and the use of senders who were friends of the subjects rather than 
relative strangers. It is important to draw attention to the fact that 
for each of the above hypotheses — overall success rate, impact of 
target type, and sender type — the actual magnitudes of the effects 
were consistent with the meta-analytic estimates. This was also true 
of another hypothesis based on a meta-analysis of the relationship 
between ESP performance and the psychological trait extraversion 
(Honorton, Ferrari, & Bern, in press); the magnitude of the corre- 
lation between psi performance and extraversion in the automated 
ganzfeld studies was significant and very close to the estimate from 
that meta-analysis. Findings such as these are important because 
they indicate the operation of a systematic process, not just an 
anomalous departure from a chance baseline, and they demonstrate 
that it is possible to build systematically upon earlier findings. They 
validate the meta-analytic estimates and provide the kind of “pro- 
spective evidence” Hyman calls for. 

4. Other Issues 


Parapsychology's Hidden Agenda ? 

Alcock’s contribution does not address the scientific issues and 
therefore provides little basis for substantive comment. As in his 
earlier writings (e.g., Alcock, 1981; 1987), Alcock continues to focus 
on what he perceives to be a hidden agenda of religious or philo- 
sophical belief among parapsychologists — the desire to justify some 
form of spiritual belief. Most parapsychologists are motivated by a 
desire to increase fundamental understanding of human nature, but 
so too are most other scientists. Parapsychology is a scientific prob- 
lem area, not a belief system. There are parapsychologists who be- 
lieve that the findings of psi research will ultimately require accept- 
ing some form of mind-body dualism. Others believe the findings 
can be accommodated within a monistic framework. And there are 
still others — I suspect the majority of the contemporary research- 
ers — who believe that a satisfactory scientific understanding of the 
psi data must await theoretical developments in other areas, espe- 
cially physics and neurophysiology. Contrast this with the sort of ap- 
peals to religious belief that one sees in the popular writings of cer- 
tain modern cosmologists and even prominent skeptics. Consider, 
for example, the final paragraph of Stephen Hawking’s widely-ac- 
claimed book, A Brief History of Time : 
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However, if we do discover a complete theory, it should in time be un- 
derstandable in broad principle by everyone Then we shall all, phi- 

losophers, scientists, and just ordinary people, be able to take part in 
the discussion of the question of why it is that we and the universe exist. 
If we find the answer to that, it would be the ultimate triumph of hu- 
man reason — for then we would know the mind of God. (Hawking, 
1988, p. 175) 

And what would Alcock say of the “hidden agenda” of psi-skeptic 
Martin Gardner? 

As for empirical tests of the power of God to answer prayer, I am 
among those theists who, in the spirit of Jesus’ remark that only the 
faithless look for signs, consider such tests both futile and blasphemous. 
(Gardner, 1983, p. 239) 

Should the sentiments expressed in these and similar statements 
cast doubt on Hawking’s physics or Gardner’s skeptical acumen? I 
think not. They are entitled to their personal beliefs. Such beliefs 
should be considered irrelevant to the assessment of their scientific 
accomplishments unless there is ample reason to suspect that their 
science has been compromised by those beliefs. 

Randi as Methodologist and Statistician 

Randi’s contribution is pure polemic and fails to deal in any sub- 
stantive way with the scientific issues underlying the psi controversy. 
His disparaging comments about meta-analysis suggest that he does 
not understand meta-analysis and is unaware of its widespread use 
in medicine and the behavioral sciences. Randi’s skill as a magician 
is well-known; but despite well-publicized claims to methodological 
expertise, his ability to design scientifically adequate psi experiments 
is not at all apparent from an examination of his public efforts. Se- 
rious methodological weaknesses and statistical errors occur, for ex- 
ample, in his book on testing ESP and in his televised tests of psych- 
ics (e.g., Morris, 1992; Rao, 1984). 

5. Skepticism, Science, and the Paranormal ” 

I believe the concept of the “paranormal” is an anachronism and 
should be abandoned. The term is usually used to imply that psi 
interactions must necessarily, if real, represent an order of reality 
outside the natural realm. The term emerged within the context of 
Newtonian physics and has, in my view, clearly outlived whatever 
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usefulness it ever had. It has not served to guide the development 
of constructive research programs; indeed, its primary effect has 
been to create an artificial schism between psi researchers and the 
broader scientific community. A more empirically fruitful concep- 
tualization is that parapsychology involves the study of currently 
anomalous communication and energetic processes. This approach 
guides the efforts of most of the parapsychological researchers I 
know, who work on the assumption that they are dealing with unex- 
plained — anomalous, but not unexplainable — natural processes. 

I believe in science, and I am confident that a science that can 
boldly contemplate the origin of the universe, the nature of physical 
reality 10" 33 seconds after the Big Bang, anthropic principles, quan- 
tum nonlocality, and parallel universes, can come to terms with the 
implications of parapsychological findings — whatever they may turn 
out to be. There is no danger for science in honestly confronting 
these issues; it can only be enriched by doing so. But there is a dan- 
ger for science in encouraging self-appointed protectors who en- 
gage in polemical campaigns that distort and misrepresent serious 
research efforts. Such campaigns are not only counterproductive, 
they threaten to corrupt the spirit and function of science and raise 
doubts about its credibility. The distorted history, logical contradic- 
tions, and factual omissions exhibited in the arguments of the three 
critics represent neither scholarly criticism nor skepticism, but 
rather counteradvocacy masquerading as skepticism. True skepti- 
cism involves the suspension of belief, not disbelief. In this context, 
we would do well to recall the words of the great nineteenth century 
naturalist and skeptic, Thomas Huxley: “Sit down before fact like a 
little child, be prepared to give up every preconceived notion, follow 
humbly to wherever and to whatever abysses nature leads or you 
shall learn nothing.” 
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This bibliography of Honorton’s published works includes a va- 
riety of material, such as experimental reports, literature reviews, 
and book reviews. Our efforts have been facilitated by having access 
to Honorton’s own list of publications in his curriculum vitae. None- 
theless we have added some publications not included in his list, as 
well as a few works now in press. Overall, however, we have not 
listed unpublished works such as conference presentations or an- 
nual reports. When published papers have also appeared in abstract 
form (for instance, research presented at a conference), we have 
listed the full paper rather than the abstract, but some overlap may 
still be present (e.g., dreams studies). In citing conference presen- 
tations that have not been published, we have listed abstracts in Re- 
search in Parapsychology {RIP) rather than the Parapsychological As- 
sociation’s conference proceedings circulated at the meetings. We 
have done this because RIP is more widely available than conference 
proceedings and is more frequently found in college libraries. We 
hope that this list of publications may serve as a memorial for one 
of the most creative members of the contemporary parapsychologi- 
cal community. 
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Separation of high- and low-scoring ESP subjects through hypnotic 
preparation. Journal of Parapsychology, 28, 250-257. 
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(With Morris, R., second author). A critique of Sprinthall’s article 
“ESP: Some attitudinal factors relating to ability.” Journal of Para- 
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Editorial: Student contributions to psi research. MSPR Newsletter, 
1(1), 5. 


We wish to thank James C. Carpenter, who gave us some references of Honor- 
ton’s early publications in difficult-to-find newsletters. 


216 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


How uncontrollable is psi? Psi Worker’s Newsletter, No. 1, 1-2. 

The relationship between ESP and manifest anxiety level. Journal of 
Parapsychology, 29, 291—292. (Abstract) 

The transition from Duke to FRNM. MSPR Newsletter, 1(2), 7-8. 

1966 

Emotional arousal in a long-distance ESP experiment. Psi Worker’s 
Newsletter, No. 3, 13-14. 

A further separation of high- and low-scoring ESP subjects through 
hypnotic preparation. Journal of Parapsychology, 30, 172-183. 

The Macalester College series. Psi Worker’s Newsletter, No. 3, 14-15. 

A year of research. MSPR Newsletter, 1(3), 1. 

Creativity and precognition scoring level. Journal of Parapsychology, 
31, 29-42. 

(With Stump, J., first author). Position effects in restricted calling 
tests. Journal of Parapsychology, 31, 329-330. (Abstract) 

Review of ESP: A scientific evaluation by C. E. M. Hansel. Journal of 
Parapsychology, 31, 76-82. 

The role of assocative habits in ESP performance. Journal of Para- 
psychology, 31, 326-327. (Abstract) 

1968 

(With Carlson, T., second author, 8c Tietze, T., third author). Com- 
bined methods in subject selection. In J. B. Rhine 8c R. Brier 
(Eds.), Parapsychology today (pp. 138-145). New York: Citadel. 

(With Ullman, M., first author, 8c Krippner, S., second author). A 
confirmatory study of the telepathic dream with EEG-REM mon- 
itoring. Psychophysiology, 5, 218. (Abstract) 

(With White, R. A., first author, Krippner, S., second author, 8c Ull- 
man, M., third author). Experimentally-induced telepathic dreams 
with EEG-REM monitoring: Some manifest content variables re- 
lated to psi operation. Proceedings of the Parapsychological Associa- 
tion, No. 5, 85-87. 

Review of The hypnotic investigation of dreams by C. S. Moss. Interna- 
tional Journal of Parapsychology, 10, 420-423. 

1969 

A combination of techniques for the separation of high- and low- 
scoring ESP subjects: Experiments with hypnotic and waking- 


Bibliography of the Published Works of Charles Honorton 217 


imagination instructions. Journal of the American Society for Psychical 
Research, 68, 69-82. 

(With Ullman, M., first author, & Krippner, S., second author). 
Electrophysiological studies of ESP in dreams: An investigation 
into the nature of psi-processing in dreams. Proceedings of the Para- 
psychological Association, No. 6, 62-63. (Abstract) 

(With Krippner, S., second author). Hypnosis and ESP perfor- 
mance: A review of the experimental literature. Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 63, 214-252. 

(With Stump, J. P., second author). A preliminary study of hypnot- 
ically-induced clairvoyant dreams. Journal of the American Society for 
Psychical Research, 3, 175-184. 

Relationship between EEG alpha activity and ESP card-guessing 
performance. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 

63, 365-374. 

Review of Experimenter effects in behavioral research by R. Rosenthal. 

Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 63, 303-307. 
Review of The founders of psychical research by A. Gauld. Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 63, 203-205. 

Review of Trances by S. Wavell, A. Butt, & N. Epton. Theta, No. 24, 
4. 

Some current perspectives on the hypnotic dream. Journal of the 
American Society for Psychosomatic Dentistry and Medicine, 16(3), 88- 
92. 

1970 

Effects of feedback on discrimination between correct and incorrect 
ESP responses. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 

64, 404-410. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, Ullman, M., second author, 
Hughes, W., fourth author, Goodman, G., fifth author, & Harris, 
R., sixth author). An eight-night study of precognitive dreams us- 
ing EEG-EOG techniques. Proceedings of the Parapsychological Asso- 
ciation, No. 7, 27-28. 

A post-mortem on mesmerism and the paranormal: Comments on 
Abnormal hypnotic phenomena. Journal of the American Society for 
Psychical Research, 64, 104-110. 

(With Ullman, M., first author, & Krippner, S., second author). A 
review of the Maimonides dream ESP experiments: 1964-1969. 
Psychophysiology, 7, 352-353. (Abstract) 


218 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


Review of Mind over matter by L. E. Rhine. Psychic, 2(3), 36. 
Symposium: EEG studies of ESP. Proceedings of the Parapsychological 
Association, No. 7, 77. 

Tracing ESP through altered states of consciousness. Psychic, 2(2), 
18-22. 


1971 

Automated forced-choice precognition tests with a “sensitive.” Jour- 
nal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 65, 476-481. 

Effects of feedback on discrimination between correct and incorrect 
ESP responses: A replication study. Journal of the American Society 
for Psychical Research, 65, 155-161. 

(With Davidson, R., second author, & Bindler, P., third author). 
Feedback-augmented EEG alpha, shifts in subjective state, and 
ESP card-guessing performance. Journal of the American Society for 
Psychical Research, 65, 308-323. 

Honorton’s reply to Elguin. Journal of Parapsychology, 35, 140-141. 

Identification and augmentation of ESP favorable states at both the 
physiological and behavioral level. In J. Mihalasky (Ed.), Tech- 
niques and status of modem parapsychology: First symposium presented at 
the 137th annual meeting of the American Association for the Advance- 
ment of Science (pp. 6. 1-6.7). [Newark: Psi Communications Pro- 
ject]. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, Ullman, M., third author, Masters, 
R., fourth author, & Houston, J., fifth author). A long-distance 
“sensory bombardment” study of ESP in dreams Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 65, 468-475. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, & Ullman, M., second author). A 
precognitive dream study with a single subject. Journal of the Amer- 
ican Society for Psychical Research, 65, 192-203. 

(With Carbone, M., second author). A preliminary study of feed- 
back-augmented EEG alpha activity and ESP card-guessing per- 
formance. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 65, 
66-74. 

Review of LSD, marihuana, yoga and hypnosis by T. X. Barber. Journal 
of the American Society for Psychical Research, 65, 488-492. 

Review of Parapsychology — A scientific approach by M. Ryzl. Journal of 
the American Society for Psychical Research, 65, 227-229. 


Bibliography of the Published Works of Charles Honorton 219 


(With Rubin, L., first author). Separating the Yins from the Yangs: 
An experiment with the I Ching. Proceedings of the Parapsychology 
Association , No. 8, 6-7. (Abstract) 

1972 

The Edinburgh P.A. convention. ASPR Newsletter, No. 15, 2. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, & Ullman, M., third author). A 
long-distance ESP dream study with the “Grateful Dead.” Journal 
of the American Society for Psychosomatic Dentistry and Medicine, 20, 
9-17. 

(With Foulkes, D., first author, Belvedere, E., second author, Mas- 
ters, R. E. L., third author, Houston, J., fourth author, Krippner, 
S., fifth author, 8c Ullman, M., seventh author). Long-distance 
“sensory bombardment” ESP in dreams: A failure to replicate. 
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 35, 731-734. 

Parapsychology and education — circa 1972: An appreciation of R. 
A. McConnell’s ESP curriculum guide. Journal of the American Society 
for Psychical Research, 66, 408-414. 

(With Barksdale, W., second author). PK performance with waking 
suggestions for muscle tension versus relaxation. Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 66, 208-214. 

Reported frequency of dream recall and ESP. Journal of the American 
Society for Psychical Research, 66, 369-374. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, 8c Ullman, M., third author). A sec- 
ond precognitive dream study with Malcolm Bessent. Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 66, 269-279. 

(With Davidson, R., second author, 8c Bindler, P., third author). 
Shifts in subjective state associated with feedback-augmented EEG 
alpha. Psychophysiology, 9, 269-270. (Abstract) 

Significant factors in hypnotically-induced clairvoyant dreams. Jour- 
nal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 66, 86-102. 

(With Krippner, S., first author, & Ullman, M., third author). A six- 
teen-night study of pre-experience and post-experience dreams. 
Psychophysiology, 9, 114. (Abstract) 

(With Krippner, S., second author, 8c Ullman, M., third author). A 
study of telepathically-influenced dream content under two con- 
ditions. Psychophysiology, 9, 115. (Abstract) 

(With Krippner, S., second author, & Ullman, M., third author). Te- 
lepathic transmission of art prints in sleep under two conditions. 


220 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


Proceedings of the 80th Annual Convention of the American Psychologi- 
cal Association, 7, 319-320. 

“Tuning up” for psi. ASPR Newsletter, No. 12, 2-3. 

1973 

(With McCallam, E., first author). Effects of feedback on discrimi- 
nation between correct and incorrect ESP responses: A further 
replication and extension. Journal of the American Society for Psych- 
ical Research, 67, 77-85. 

Introduction. In T. R. Tietze, Margery (pp. xv-xviii). New York: 
Harper & Row. 

Parapsychology and consciousness. In W. G. Roll, R. L. Morris, 8c J. 
D. Morris (Eds.), Research in parapsychology 1972 (pp. 118-120). 
Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract). (Also published in 
Theta, 1974, 42, 4-5) 

Review of Biofeedback and self-control, edited by J. Kamiya and others, 
and of Biofeedback and self-control 1970, edited by T. X. Barber and 
others. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 67, 
211-215. 

(With Drucker, S. A., second author, & Hermon, H. C., third au- 
thor). Shifts in subjective state and ESP under conditions of par- 
tial sensory deprivation: A preliminary study. Journal of the Amer- 
ican Society for Psychical Research, 67, 191-196. 

1974 

Apparent psychokinesis on static objects by a “gifted” subject. In W. 
G. Roll, R. L. Morris, 8c J. D. Morris (Eds.), Research in parapsy- 
chology 1973 (pp. 128-131). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Ab- 
stract) 

ESP and altered states of consciousness. In J. Beloff (Ed.), New di- 
rections in parapsychology (pp. 38—59). London: Elek Science. 

Psi-conducive states of awareness. In J. White (Ed.), Psychic explora- 
tion: A challenge for science (pp. 616-638). New York: G. P. Put- 
nam’s Sons. 

(With Harper, S., second author). Psi-mediated imagery and idea- 
tion in an experimental procedure for regulating perceptual in- 
put. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 68, 156— 
168. 

(With Tierney, L., second author, 8c Torres, D., third author). The 
role of mental imagery in psi-mediation. Journal of the American 
Society for Psychical Research, 68, 385-394. 


Bibliography of the Published Works of Charles Honorton 221 


State of awareness factors in psi activation. Journal of the American 
Society for Psychical Research, 68, 246-256. 

1975 

(With Ullman, M., second author, & Krippner, S., third author). 
Comparison of extrasensory and presleep influences on dreams: 
A preliminary report. In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris 
(Eds.), Research in parapsychology 1974 (pp. 82-84). Metuchen, NJ: 
Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

Error some place! Journal of Communication, 25, 103-116. 

(With Ramsey, M., second author, 8c Cabibbo, C., third author). Ex- 
perimenter effects in extrasensory perception. Journal of the Amer- 
ican Society for Psychical Research, 69, 135—149. 

Objective determination of information rate in psi tasks with picto- 
rial stimuli. Journal of the American Society for Psychical Research, 69, 
353-359. 

Psi and mental imagery: Keeping score on the Betts scale. Journal of 
the American Society for Psychical Research, 69, 327-332. 

1976 

(With Smith, M., first author, 8c Tremmel, L., second author). A 
comparison of psi and weak sensory influences on Ganzfeld men- 
tation. In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research 
in parapsychology 1975 (pp. 191-194). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow 
Press. (Abstract) 

(With May, E. C., first author). A dynamic PK experiment with Ingo 
Swan. In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research 
in parapsychology 1975 (pp. 88-89). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow 
Press. (Abstract) 

Has science developed the competence to confront claims of the 
paranormal? In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), 
Research in parapsychology 1975 (pp. 199-223). Metuchen, NJ: 
Scarecrow Press. 

Length of isolation and degree of arousal as probable factors influ- 
encing information retrieval in the Ganzfeld. In J. D. Morris, W. 
G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research in parapsychology 1975 (pp. 
184-186). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

(With Barker, P. L., second author). Locating hidden coordinates. 
In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, & R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research in 
parapsychology 1975 (pp. 32-33). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. 
(Abstract) 


222 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


(With Terry, J., first author). Psi information retrieval in the Ganz- 
feld: Two confirmatory studies. Journal of the American Society for 
Psychical Research, 70, 207-217. 

Review of The roots of consciousness by J. Mishlove. Journal of the Amer- 
ican Society for Psychical Research, 70, 325-326. 

(With May, E. C., second author). Volitional control in a psycho- 
kinetic task with auditory and visual feedback. In J. D. Morris, W. 
G. Roll, & R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research in parapsychology 1975 (pp. 
90-91). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1977 

A comment. Psychoenergetic Systems, 2, 89-90. 

Effects of meditation and feedback on psychokinetic performance: 
A pilot study with an instructor of transcendental meditation. In 
J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), Research in para- 
psychology 1976 (pp. 95-97). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Ab- 
stract) 

(With Winnett, R., first author). Effects of meditation and feedback 
on psychokinetic performances: Results with practitioners of 
Ajapa Yoga. In J. D. Morris, W. G. Roll, 8c R. L. Morris (Eds.), 
Research in parapsychology 1976 (pp. 97-98). Metuchen, NJ: 
Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

Optimizing receivers for remote perception using sensory noise re- 
duction techniques. In T. Berger 8c R. Blahut (Eds.), Abstracts of 
papers of the 1977 IEEE international symposium on information theory. 
New York: Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers. (Ab- 
stract) 

Psi and internal attention states. In B. B. Wolman (Ed.), Handbook 
of parapsychology (pp. 435-472). New York: Van Nostrand Rein- 
hold. 

1978 

Are there especially psi-conducive internal states? In W. G. Roll 
(Ed.), Research in parapsychology 1977 (pp. 15-16). Metuchen, NJ: 
Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

[Discussion remarks]. In B. Shapin 8c L. Coly (Eds.), Psi and states of 
awareness (pp. 36, 41, 53, 54, 77, 91, 92-93, 94-95, 96, 98, 99, 
100, 149, 162, 165-166, 177-178, 231-232, 235, 237, 245, 257- 
258, 262, 264, 267, 269-270, 273, 274, 275-276, 277). New 
York: Parapsychology Foundation. 


Bibliography of the Published Works of Charles Honorton 223 


Psi and internal attention states: Information retrieval in the ganz- 
feld. In B. Shapin & L. Coly (Eds.), Psi and states of awareness (pp. 
79-90). New York: Parapsychology Foundation. 

1979 

(With Tremmel, L., first author). Directional PK effects with a com- 
puter-based random generator system: A preliminary study. In 
W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in parapsychology 1979 (pp. 69-71). Me- 
tuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

[Discussion remarks]. In B. Shapin & L. Coly (Eds.), Brainlmind and 
parapsychology (pp. 34, 44-45, 46-48, 50, 51, 92, 109-110, 114, 
138-139, 173, 200-201, 219, 231, 232, 250, 251). New York: 
Parapsychology Foundation. 

Methodological issues in free-response psi experiments. Journal of 
the American Society for Psychical Research, 73, 381-394. 

A parapsychological test of Eccles’ “neurophysiological hypothesis” 
of psychophysical interaction. In B. Shapin & L. Coly (Eds.), 
Brainlmind and parapsychology (pp. 35-43). New York: Parapsy- 
chology Foundation. 

(With Tremmel, L., second author). Psi correlates of volition: A pre- 
liminary test of Eccles’ “neurophysiological hypothesis” of mind- 
brain interaction. In W. G. Roll (Ed.), Research in parapsychology 
1978 (pp. 36-38). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1980 

(With Child, I. L., first author, Kelly, E. F., third author, Morris, R. 
L., fourth author, & Stanford, R. G., fifth author). Merging of 
humanistic and laboratory traditions in parapsychology. Parapsy- 
chology Review, 11(2), 1-13. 

(With Tremmel, L., second author). Psitrek: A preliminary effort 
toward development of psi-conducive computer software. In W. 
G. Roll (Ed.), Research in parapsychology 1979 (pp. 159-161). Me- 
tuchen: NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1981 

Beyond the reach of sense: Some comments on C. E. M. Hansel’s 
ESP and parapsychology: A critical re-evaluation. Journal of the Ameri- 
can Society for Psychical Research, 75, 155-166. 

[Discussion remarks]. In B. Shapin & L. Coly (Eds.), Concepts and 
theories in parapsychology (pp. 61-62, 63, 64-65, 66-67, 68, 89, 90, 
103-104, 110-111). New York: Parapsychology Foundation. 


224 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


Parapsychology and the mind-body problem. In R. A. McConnell 
(Ed.), Encounters with parapsychology (pp. 145-154). Pittsburgh: Au- 
thor. 

Psi, internal attention states and the Yoga Sutras of Patanjali. In B. 
Shapin 8c L. Coly (Eds.), Concepts and theories in parapsychology (pp. 
55-60). New York: Parapsychology Foundation. 

Psychophysical interaction. In R. G. Jahn (Ed.), The role of conscious- 
ness in the physical world (AAAS Selected Symposium 57) (pp. 19-36). 
Boulder, CO: Westview Press for the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science. 

1983 

(With Barker, P., second author, 8c Sondow, N., third author). Feed- 
back and participant-selection parameters in a computer RNG 
study. In W. G. Roll, J. Beloff, 8c R. A. White (Eds.), Research in 
parapsychology 1982 (pp. 157-159). Metuchen, NJ: 
Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1984 

(With Schechter, E. I., first author, Barker, P., third author, 8c Var- 
voglis, M. P., fourth author). Relationships between participant 
traits and scores on two computer-controlled RNG-PK games. In 
R. A. White 8c R. S. Broughton (Eds.), Research in parapsychology 
1983 (pp. 32-33). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1985 

[Discussion remarks]. In B. Shapin 8c L. Coly (Eds.), The repeatability 
problem in parapsychology (pp. 16-18, 19-20, 38-39, 41, 45, 49, 
67-68, 94, 96, 135, 136, 141, 142, 176, 179-180, 202-203, 207- 
208, 228-229, 235-236, 237, 256, 257-258, 259, 261, 262). New 
York: Parapsychology Foundation. 

How to evaluate and improve the replicability of parapsychological 
effects. In B. Shapin and L. Coly (Eds.), The repeatability problem in 
parapsychology (pp. 238-249). New York: Parapsychology Foun- 
dation. 

Meta-analysis of psi ganzfeld research: A response to Hyman. Jour- 
nal of Parapsychology, 49, 51-92. 

Programmatic research assessment. In R. A. White 8c J. Solfvin 
(Eds.), Research in parapsychology 1984 (pp. 115-116). Metuchen, 
NJ: Scarecrow Press. 

(With Berger, R. E., first author). Psilab II: A standardized psi-test- 
ing system. In R. A. White 8c J. Solfvin (Eds.), Research in parapsy- 


Bibliography of the Published Works of Charles Honorton 225 

chology 1984 (pp. 68-71). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Ab- 
stract) 

1986 

(With Berger, R. E., first author). An automated psi Ganzfeld test- 
ing system. In D. H. Weiner 8c D. I. Radin (Eds.), Research in para- 
psychology 1985 (pp. 85-88). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Ab- 
stract) 

(With Barker, P., second author, Varvoglis, M., third author, Ber- 
ger, R., fourth author, & Schechter, E., fifth author). First-timers: 
An exploration of factors affecting initial psi Ganzfeld perfor- 
mance. In D. H. Weiner 8c D. I. Radin (Eds.), Research in parapsy- 
chology 1985 (pp. 28-32). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Ab- 
stract) 

(With Hyman, R., second author). A joint communique: The psi 
Ganzfeld controversy. Journal of Parapsychology, 50, 351-364. 

(With Berger, R. E., first author, 8c Schechter, E. I., second author). 
A preliminary review of performance across three computer psi 
games. In D. H. Weiner 8c D. I. Radin (Eds.), Research in parapsy- 
chology 1985 (pp. 1-3). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

1987 

(With Schechter, E. I., second author). Ganzfeld target retrieval with 
an automated testing system: A model for initial Ganzfeld success. 
In D. H. Weiner 8c R. D. Nelson (Eds.), Research in parapsychology 
1986 (pp. 36-39). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press. (Abstract) 

Precognition and real-time ESP performance in a computer task 
with an exceptional subject. Journal of Parapsychology, 51, 291-320. 

1988 

(With Palmer, J., first author, & Utts, J., third author). Reply to the 
National Research Council study on parapsychology. Research Triangle 
Park, NC: Parapsychological Association. (Also in the Journal of the 
American Society for Psychical Research, 1989, 83, 31-49) 

1989 

(With Ferrari, D. C., second author). “Future telling”: A meta-analy- 
sis of forced-choice precognition experiments, 1935- 1987. Journal 
of Parapsychology, 53, 281-308. 

1990 

(With Berger, R. E., second author, Varvoglis, M. P., third author, 
Quant, M., fourth author, Derr, P., fifth author, Schechter, E. I., 


226 


The Journal of Parapsychology 


sixth author, Sc Ferrari, D. C., seventh author). Psi communication 
in the ganzfeld: Experiments with an automated testing system 
and a comparison with a meta-analysis of earlier studies. Journal 
of Parapsychology , 54, 99-139. 

1991 

(With Targ, R., first author, Braud, W., second author, Stanford, 
R., third author, 8c Schlitz, M., fourth author). Increasing psychic 
reliability: A panel discussion presented at the 33rd annual con- 
ference of the Parapsychological Association, Chevy Chase, MD, 
August 16-20, 1990 .Journal of Parapsychology, 55, 59-83. 

1992 

(With Ferrari, D. C., second author, 8c Bern, D. J., third author). 
Extra version and ESP performance: A meta-analysis and a new 
confirmation. In L. A. Henkel & G. R. Schmeidler (Eds.), Research 
in parapsychology 1990 (pp. 35-38). Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow 
Press. (Abstract) 

The ganzfeld novice: Four predictors of initial ESP performance. 
The Parapsychological Association 35th annual convention: Proceedings 
of presented papers (pp. 51-58). [Research Triangle Park, NC]: 
Parapsychological Association. 

(With Schlitz, M. J., first author). Ganzfeld psi performance within 
an artistically gifted population. Journal of the American Society for 
Psychical Research, 86, 83-98. 

In Press 

(With Bern, D. J., first author). Does psi exist? Replicable evidence 
for an anomalous process of information transfer. Psychological 
Bulletin. 

Summarizing research findings: Meta-analytic methods and their 
use in parapsychology. In L. Coly (Ed.), Psi research methodology : A 
re-examination. New York: Parapsychology Foundation. 

Institute for Parapsychology 

402 N. Buchanan Blvd. 

Durham, NC 27701-1728 

(C.S.A. fcf N.L.Z.) 

Parapsychology Sources of Information Center 

2 Plane Tree Lane 

Dix Hills, NY 11746 

(R.A.W.) 


